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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, FEBRUARY 5, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


PRACTITIONERS INTERESTED in the cases recently transferred to 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu should be prepared for their coming into 
the daily list at a comparatively early date. The cases which 
were in his list before the transfer are being disposed of with 
considerable rapidity. 





Tx Progress made by the Court of Appeal in dealing with the 
lists before the two divisions has recently been exceptionally rapid, 
and this obseryution extends both to final and interlocutory 
appeals. Court of Appeal No. 1 is particularly forward with its 
work, and, if the present rate of progress continues, there is good 
reason to anticipate that at the close of the sittings there will 
be no arrears of the cases in the lists at the commen¢ement of the 
present sittings. 





THE ANNOUNCEMENT made by the President of the Incorporated 
Law Society at the meeting last week, that the existing regula- 
lations relating to the Preliminary Examination are to be repealed, 
and that new regulations are now before the judges, will occasion 
very general satisfaction, particularly when coupled with his hint 
that the new regulations are not in the direction of lowering the 
standard, by which we suppose we must understand that they 
raise it. The passage in last years’ rt, intimating that the 
council ‘‘saw no reason ’’ for altering the Prelimi Examination, 
was a grave mistake, as we pointed out at the time, but the council 
have acted wisely in promptly reconsidering the matter, and we hope 
that the new regulations will be found to afford some real guarantee 
of ‘'a reasonably liberal education.” 





No osyzcrion can be raised to the appointment, at the meeting 
of the Incorporated Law Society, of a committee to consider and 
report to the council whether it is or is net « xpedient.to assimilate 
the practice as to the conduct of auction sales in Eagland generally 
to that which prevails in the North of England, except this, that 
it is rather late in the day to attempt a revolution in the London 
practice.. The committee might well have been appointed soon 
after the issue of the Remuneration Order, when there was no 
settled practice, and we were urging, week after week, the then 
council to afford some general guidance to bewildered practitioners. 
But the Order has been in operation now for over four years, 
and the question referred to the committee for discussion has long 
been virtually decided. The London solicitors, as a body, have 
refused to adopt the Liverpool practice, and it is, at least, doubttal 
whether they will be induced to alter a decision, no doubt arrived 
at in most cases alter individual consideration of the arguments 
freely urged on both sides at the time of the issue of the 
the report of any committee or éyen the re ion of the 
council, However, the committee’ can do no harm by threshing 
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the second point, it seems strange that advice alone should be 
sufficient, the donor being so much under the undue influence as 
to be sure to neglect it. Yet this appears to have been the 
opinion of the court, although the donor has hardly been restored, 
as sound principle requires, to the position of a free person. 
Perhaps we may overcome the difficulty by observing that she 
must be capable of exercising her judgment. Although this was 
not expressly laid down, it is clearly implied by the manner in 
which the latter part of the judgment was devoted to proving it. 
We are thus probably left in as satisfactory a position as possible. 
Undue influence cannot be exactly measured; such a complete 
subjection of the donor as would leave her without any power of 
rational judgment must be regarded as due to extreme mental 
weakness, and then the court would interfere. But provided she 
is of fair intelligence and able to make a decision, and provided she 
has independent advice, these are enough to balance any ordinary 
amount of undue influence ; and if the donor chooses to yield to 
it rather than follow the advice, she does so freely, and there is 
no room for repentance afterwards. Such at least appears to be 
the outcome of the case in question, but a different decision might 
be arrived at either if the undue influence were shewn to have been 
exerted with special force, or if the donor bad no sufficient intel- 
ligence of the transaction to which advice could usefully be 
addressed. The mere fact of her yielding deliberately to the 
influence and peremptorily disregarding the advice is no ground 
for relief. 


Loup Corertpce frankly admitted in the House of Lords on 
Monday the error he had made in allowing Lord Graves to waive 
his privilege of trial by his peers on the authority of Earl 
Ferrers’ case (Foster's Crown Law, 138). Earl Fernens was in 
fact tried by the Lords, and by them condemned to death. The 
points decided by the judges were of quite a different nature, the 
chief one being the applicability to his case of a then recent Act 
‘for better preventing the horrid crime of murder ”’ (25 Geo. 2, c. 
87), which regulated the management of the prisoner after 
sentence, and, amongst other things, limited his diet to bread and 
water. But when Lord Corenmner went on to justify his decision 
on general grounds of law, he met with no sympathy from the 
House, questioning, as he did, the authorities upon which the law 
is founded in a manner which he would hardly have allowed in an 
argument before himself. It may be illogical to reason from the 
words of Magna Charta, as the courts have done, that a peer in a 
suit by the Crown can only be tried by his peers, and then to 
limit this, as the courts have also done, to treason and felony and 
misprision of the same; but the limitation is well established, and 
for all lesser crimes a peer is tried by jury. This, however, is 
quite separate from the general question of a peer’s right to waive 
his privilege, whatever it may be, which is settled by Lord Dacre’s 
case (Sir J. Kelyng, p. 56). This is reported by Sretmay, from 
whose manuscript Chief Justice Ketyne took it. Lord Dacrx of 
the North was indicted for treason at the assizes in Cumberland 
for adhering to the Scots, and was tried by his peers in 1535. 
“The day before, all the judges assembled to resolve certain 
questions which might arise upon the said trial, so that if any 
question should be asked them they might resolve una voce; and 
one question was whether the prisoner might waive his trial by 
his peers and be tried by the country, and they all agreed he could 
not, for the statute of Magna Charta is in the negative: nec super 
eum tbimus, nisi per legale judicium parium suorum; this is at 
the King’s suit.” This decision has passed into the text-books, 
and has been settled law ever since (Coke’s Inst. IL, 48; ILI, 
80; Hawkins’ Pleas of the Crown, II., 584). Lord Corertnar, 
however, doubted it, because the words of Magna Charta just 
quoted are perfectly general, and would include trial for all 
crimes. But nothing is clearer than the fact that they have 
been restricted to treason and felony. Mr. Justice Srermen, in bis 
History of the Criminal Law, recognizes this without a doubt, but 
says that he is unable to give the history of the limitation ([.. 
162). It would seem, however, he remarks, to be as old as 1442, 
for a statute of that year, after reciting that Mugna Charta pro- 
vides that no free man shall be punished except by judgment of 
his peers, while it says nothing of ladies of great estate, enacts 
that iu trials for treason and felony these latter are to be tried 


not first introduced by Magna Charta. Lord Coxe states that the 
words legale judicium are simply declaratory of existing rights 
(Inst. II., 48), and it is not improbable that such rights referréd 
only to trials for treasons and felonies. At any rate the peers 
claimed special jurisdiction in these cases and were accustomed to 
exercise it even over persons who were not peers. In order to 
check this a statute of + Ed. 3 was passed (Coke’s Inst. IL., 
50) enacting that no peers should be driven to give judgment on 
any others than on their peers according to the law. But in 
whatever way treasons and felonies came to be separated from 
other crimes, there is no doubt as to the existence of the distinc- 
tion, and, when a rule of law has been so long estublished, it 
would be very dangerous to upset it by a literal interpretation of 
an ancient statute, without regard to existing usages by which 
the statute was at the time interpreted or which were suffered 
afterwards to grow up. We might as well go back to the Statute 
of Frauds and begin over again the costly process of ascertaining 
its meaning. 





In a case upon the construction of a will, which came on before 
Mr. Justice Currry this week upon an originating summons, it 
appeared that some of the counsel hee ¢ 20 had not been furnished 
with a copy of the will, but had to m a recital of the will con- 
tained in the agreed statement of facts, which recital was in the third 
person. Mr. Justice Currry observed that, in cases on the con- 
struction of wills, it was very important for counsel to have a copy of 
the will itself, so that they might be in a position to state to the court 
the ipsissima verba of the will. 








“A WARNING TO MORTGAGEES.” 


Tue decision in Newbould v. Smith (33 W. R. 690, 29 Ch. D. 882; 
on app., 34 W. R. 690, 33 Ch. D. 127) has occasioned mach alarm 
among mortgagees and their advisers, and in a paper, entitled “‘ A 
Warning to Mortgagees,” read before the last annual provincial 
meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, the decision was described 
as imperilling “millions of money belonging to thousands of 
mortgagees.”’ It is considered, and we shall endeavour to shew, 
that there is no ground for this alarm. No doubt the decision is 
one that will be followed, but all that it really amounts to is, that 
it is impossible for a stranger to the contract to keep alive a mort- 
gage by making payments—i.c., gifte—to the mortgagee, and that, 
if the mortgagee is paid his interest by a person who states that 
he is the agent for the mortgagor, the mortgagee must ascertain 
that this statement is true, for, if it is not, no payment by the 
aes pretending to be agent will prejudice the mortgagor by 
eeping the debt: alive against him. 

The first point in Newbouldv. Smith aroseon an equitable mortgage 

made by C. E. Smith to Newbouldin 1866 by deposit of deeds of houses 
in Montague-streeet. The debt was therefore a simple contract debt. 
In July, 1878, C. E. Smith assigned the equity of redemption to 
B. Smith and 8. Smith, “subject to the mortgages and charges 
thereon.” No entries or evidence of payments were found from 
February, 1866, to September, 1878, in which month there wus 
an entry by Newbould in his books of a receipt by him from C. E. 
Smith, which entry was objected to as not being evidence. But 
aseuming, as the learned judges did, that this entry was evidence 
of a payment by C. E. Smith of interest to Newbould, still, long 
before this entry—namely, in 1872—the personal debt from C. E. 
Smith by simple contract been barred, and there only remained 
a debt secured on the land by deposit of deeds, and the land 
having ceased to be C. E. Smith’s, no payment by him could keep 
on foot the mortgage against it. 
The decision turned entirely on the fact that C. E. Smith had 
ceased to be liable for the debt. Lord Justice Lindley, in his 
judgment, expressly mentions that the simple contract debt was 
barred, and that there was no evidence to shew that C. E. Smith 
made the payment as the agent of the owner of the land. ; 

The second point in the case arose on a legal mortgage made in 
1863 by C. E. Smith to Alderson of houses in Franklin-street. In- 
terest was paid up to 1866 by Newbould, who up to that time was C. 
E. Smith’s solicitor. Nevwbould continued to pay the interest after 
that time, but the Court of Appeal expressly decided (see 33 Ch. 
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cluded, a matter which the statute of Hen. 8 had left for judicial 
construction. 
(¢.) Burden of covenants by the lessor.—It is probable that the 
of the reversion had to take it with the burden of any 
covenants incident thereto. Indeed, had the law been otherwise, 
it would have been easy for a lessor to have got rid of covenants 
which proved to be too onerous. But, however that may be, the 
statutes that have decided when the benefit of the lessee’s covenants 
shall run with the reversion have done the same for the burden of 
the lessor’s. Thus the statute 32 Hen. 8, c. 34,5. 2, gives the 
lessee and his assigns the same remedy against grantees of the re- 
version as he or they would have had against the original lessor. 
In the same way the Conveyancing Act, 1881, deals with the 
subject, though in terms suited to the extended powers of limited 
owners. Thus a limited owner can, in strictness, only enter into 
contracts which will bind his own limited reversion, but by various 
modern statutes he is able to do more than this and bind the re- 
version’ of those who succeed him. Hence it is enacted (Con- 
veydncing Act, 1881, s. 11 (1) ) that the burden of a lessor’s 
pdvenant, made with reference to the subject-matter of the lease, 
f shall be annexed to the reversionary estate immediately expectant 


Ag ,on the term granted by the lease, so far, that is, as the lessor has 


power to bind such reversionary estate. And to make the matter 
clearer, it is provided that the covenant may be enforced against 
any person for the time being entitled to the reversionary estate. 
Thns the same person who takes the benefit of the lessee’s coven- 
s has to bear the burden of the original lessor’s. 
mC Benefit of covenants by the lessor.—It appears that the 
benefit of the lessor’s covenants runs with the land in favour of the 
orig of the lessee. This may be gathered from the fourth and 
ixth resolutions in Spencer’s case. The fourth resolution speaks 
of the covenant for title implied in the words concessi or demisi and 
states that as the assign of the lessee takes the fruits of the land 
in return for the labour and money he expends on it, so, if evicted, 
he t to have the same remedy against the lessor as the 
original lessee ; and that the lessor has no reason to complain since 
it is but holding him to the contract which he himself made. The 
sixth resolution speaks of a covenant to repair being binding upon 
assigns of the lessee, and puts it on the ground that the assigns 
take the benejit of such a covenant when made by the lessor and so 
should bear the burden of it when made by the lessee. But the 
matter is made clear by the section of the Conveyancing Act just 
quoted. It is there enacted that the benefit of a covenant by the 
lessor, having reference to the subject-matter of the lease, shall 
belong to the person in whom the term is from time to time vested 
by ponresenoy devolution in law, or otherwise. 

It | thus be seen that the Conveyancing Act now governs 
three out of the above four points—viz., both the burden and the 
benefit ofa lessor’s covenants and the benefit of a lessee’s coven- 
ants, But as to the burden of a lessee’s covenant, that is still 
governed by the common law. While many of the recommenda- 
tions of the Real Property Commissioners have been adopted, the 
one which proposed to simplify these covenants has not found 
favour, and the distinctions of Spencer’s case still survive to 

e lessees and promote litigation. This is the more curious 
as the vip Shae of the law on the other points has been steady in 
the right direction, and the Conveyancing Act seems to have placed 
them on a sound basis. It has been recognized that the covenants 
affecting the reversion, whether by way of benefit or of burden, 
are attached, not to any particular person or to any particular 
estate, but to the reversion as such. They are, properly speaking, 
real covenants. They may be entered into by any person who has 
power to bind the reversion, and they may be enforced by or 
enforced against any person who holds such reversion, and that 
whether he be entitled to it at law or in equity. The first of these 
provisions prevents a covenant from being in gross because not 
entered into with a person having a legal estate in the land, and 

second puts the beneficial owner in the position he ought to 
oceupy, while not exempting the legal owner from the duties, or 
depriving him of the benefits ,of his legal estate. In the suc- 
ceeding articles we shall treat of covenants other than those 
contained in leases. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Referring to the cases of Re Wilson and Re Sykes and your 
comments thereon, I shall be much obliged if you, or your readers, 
will kindly enlighten me as to my position in the following circum- 
stances :— 

In an administration action in the Palatine Court an order was 
made (inter alia) for the sale of the testator’s real and leasehold 
estate. A proposal was carried in by the trustees for the sale of the 
testator’s estate, situate at Penrith, and the registrar, in pursuance 
thereof, ordered the estates to be put up for sale by auction at an 
hotel there, and, in the meantime, directed that the conditions of sale 
(which were long and complicated) should be settled by counsel. 
As solicitor for the trustees, I attended the sale at Penrith, but, un- 
fortunately, none of the lots sold. I have since negotiated a sale 
of all the lots to one purchaser for £3,600, 

To what remunerafion am I entitled (the trustees paying the 
auctioneer’s charges), in t of the abortive sale by auction? 
Clearly I am not entitled to charge the scale fee for conducting the 
sale by auction. Can I, then, make out my charges under schedule IL, 
or am I to receive nothing for the preparation of the conditions of 
sale and attendance at the sale, not having elected to charge under 
schedule II. before undertaking the business ? JUVENIS. 

Manchester. 

\Saapend under schedule II., for business not, in fact, completed, 
under clause 2 (c) of the order.—Eb. 8. J.] 





PRODUCTION OF RECEIPT FOR PREMIUM ON INSURANCE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—We should like some of your readers to give us their opinion 
on the sowing pane :—A client of ours is the owner of freehold 
ground rents; there is a covenant in the ground lease on the part 
of the lessee to insure and to produce the policy of insurance to the 
ground landlord when required: We have for some time been 
collecting the rents of the property ; in our notices there is always 
a foot-note requesting the lessee to produce the last receipt for 
premium to enable us to see that the insurance covenant is duly 
performed. This the lessee has for many years neglected to produce, 
and he has consequently put us to the trouble of writing him several 
letters requesting him to do so. In consequence of the lessee’s 

istent inattention to our letters, we at last informed him-that we 
should be compelled to take stronger measures unless he produced 
the receipt at once; this having no effect, we prepared and served 
him with a notice under the Conveyancing Act, stating the breaches 
of covenant he had committed, and requiring him to remedy the 
same and to make compensation for the breach. The notice had the 
effect of making the lessee produce the policy and last receipt, but 
he declined to make any compensation. e thereupon prepared 
a statement of compensation claimed by our client, which was 
made up of the costs of the notice and of the letters we had 
written, and sent it to him, but without producing any effect beyond 
several letters from his solicitors, and ultimately one stating that they 
would accept service of any Our only remedy now it seems 
to us is to commence an action in the High Court for ejectment, as 
the property is too large for the county court to have jurisdiction, 
but we are unwilling that our client should commence expensive 
litigation for so small au amount, and yet, at the same time, we do 
not feel at all disposed to sit down calmly and take no more notice 
of the matter. It seems monstrous that the lessee should put us 
and our client to this expense and trouble, and we are likely to have 
continual difficulty in making him keep his covenant in future, and 
we really should be glad if some of your readers could suggest any 
course by which we could bring the lessee to book without our client 
incurring the exy-ense of instituting an action for ejectment. 

January 27. P, & V. 








The general meeting of the Irish Solicitors’ Benevolent Association was 
heldon Monday. The report aunounced an increase of annual income 
from, £348 5s. to £402 3s,, that forty. new annual members and two new 
life members had been obtained, and that the capital consisted of £3,901 
railway debenture stock. ‘The chairman (Mr. William Fiudlater), in the 
course of his rematks, said that’: ‘‘They found the chairman of the 
English Benevolent Association stating that only one-fifth of the 
penctising solicitors of England were members of the association. But 
they (the Association) shewed a better record than that, for he found 
that in Ulster, out of 314 practising solicitors, 72, or nearly one-fourth, 
were members of the association. Leinster carried the palm. Out of 
590 solicitors there were 281, or nearly a-half, belonging to 
association. Out of 279 in Munster there were 52, or nearly one- 
fifth, and in Conna the province of all, there were 15 mem- 
bers out of 68 solicitors, that is nearly one-fourth.’ 


Feb. 5, 1887’ 
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BILLS IN PARLIAMENT AFFECTING THE PROFESSION. 


Tux following is a list of some of the more important Bills affecting the 
profession which will be brought to the notice of Parliament during the 
present session :— 

A Bill for the repeal of the solicitor’s annual certificate duty.—Mr. 
O’Hza. 

A Bill to provide for the appointment of a public trustee.—Mr. Howarp 
Vincent. 

A Bill to amend the law in matters relating to real estate.—Mr. 
Sravetey Hr. 

A Bill to amend the Settled Land Acts.—Mr. Exton. 

A Bill to regulate the imposition of mining royalties in the United 
Kingdom.—Mr. Conyszansz. 

A Bill to facilitate the creation of allotments of land.—Mr. Jzssz 
CoLLines. 

‘ a Bill by Mr. Collings to facilitate the creation of small holdings 
n . 

A Bill to enable certain leaseholders to acquire the freehold of their 
property by paying compensation or (at the option of the freeholder) a 

erpetual rent.—Mr. Lawson. 

A Bill for the same purpose by Corona, Hucues. 

A Bill to facilitate, on equitable conditions, the conversion of long 
leasehold tenures of houses in towns into freehold.—Sir Joserx 
McKenna. 

A Bill to amend the Commons Inclosure Acts.—Mr. James. 

A Bill to alter the law relating to the descent of land by the custom of 
primogeniture.—Mr. Courtney Kenny. 
as ill to amend the law relating to accumulations.—Mr. Cozsns- 

ARDY. 

“ A Bill to amend the system of private Bill legislation.—Mr. Craic 

ELLAR. 

A Bill to consolidate, simplify, and amend the law relating to Parlia- 
men elections and for other purposes.—Mr. Hows. 

A Bill to amend the Parliamentary Elections (Corrupt Practices) Acts. 
—Mr. Dez Listz. 

A Bill to exempt (to a limited amount) personal p: of house- 
holders from seizure and sale under legal process.—Mr. Epaunv Roxerr- 
SON. 

A Bill to amend the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880.—Mr. Burr. 

Another Bill for the same purpose by Mr. Wau. McDonatp. 

A Bill to grant more extensive powers to county court judges in cases of 
bankruptcy.—Mr. MvuLHotianp. 

A Bill to amend the law relating to agricultural holdings in England. 
—Mr. CHANNING, 

A Bill to amend the administration of the law of income tax.—Mr. 
Hvupparp, 








CASES OF THE WEEK... 
HOCKEY v. EVANS AND ANOTHER.—O. A. No. 1, 27th Jonuary. 


Pracrice—InrerPLBaADER SumMONS—OLAIMANTS TO STATE THE NATURE 
anp Parricunars or THErR Orarms—Orper ror Payment or CLain— 
Meanine or “ Oram ”—R. 8. C., 1883, LVII. 5, 


This was an action against the defendants, as Sheriff of Middlesex, to 
recover the sum of £23 7s. 8d. The sheriff seized in execution certain 
goods which were claimed by the present plaintiff undera bill of sale. 
The sheriff took out an interpleadersummons under ord 57, r. 5, “ 
on the claimants to appear and state the nature and particulars 
claims,’”’ and the claimant (the present tiff) made an 
which he stated that the goods belonged to him under the bill 
that there was due and owing to him, under the said bill of sale, 
of £750 and interest thereon. The master thereupon made an 
the sheriff should sell the goods, and out of the procecds of 
(after deducting the expenses and rent), should pay to the claimant 
amount of his claim, and the balance to the execution creditor. 
sheriff sold the goods, and the claimant sent him ina further claim 
£23 7s. 8d. for costs, charges, and expenses incurred 
relation to the bill of sale, and which was secured by sale. 
The sheriff refused to pay him this sum in to the £750 and 
interest, on the that it was not claimed in the affidavit, and that 
the master’s did not warrant him in paying it. The 
thereupon brought this action to recover that sum, and Lord Esher, M.R 
who the case without a jury, held, after an as to the practice 
in chambers, that the claim was not limited by and gave 
judgment for the plaintiff. 

ue Covert or Aprgat reversed this judgment. Sm James Hannzn 
said that such a practice in chambers was plainly inconsistent with the 
rules. Ord. 57, r. 5, did not mean that there’should be a vague statement 
of the “‘ claim,” but one giving the necessary information upon 
master might proceed. The information contained -in the affidavit was 
the only information before the master as to the claim. He thereupon 
made an order directing the sheriff to sell and pay the claimant the 
amount of his ‘‘claim.” That meant the claim put forward before the 
master, which only included £750 and interest. © The sheriff was 
accordingly not bound to pay the claimant the £237s. 8d. and 
and so the action failed. Bowsw and Fay, L.JJ., concurred. 
unsEL, Winch; Cock, Q©., and Rose-Innes; Soticrrons, Collins ¢ 
Wilkinson; W. W. Burchell. . : 
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DAWES v. FOUNTAINE—O. A. No. 1, let February. 


Powzr to Rerer Marrsns ro a Jupiciat Rerersxe—JvupicaTurE Act, 1873 
(36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), 8, 57-—-R. 8. O., 1883, Arrzworx K., Fors 33. 


action to the effect :—‘‘ That all questions in this action be 
tried by an official a shall have all the powers of 

and amen of a judge of the High Court of Justice, and shall 
eee entered and otherwise deal with the whole action pursuant 
ord. 36, r. 50.” Tt was admitted that the order had been matie under 
section 57 of the Judicature Act, 1873, and that the plaintiff had not 
consented to the making of the order. Several of law were 
raised by defence and rejoinder. The now contended that 
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there were mixed of law 
Murphy, Q.0., and Laing. Sorrctrons, Sharpe, Parkers, ¢ Oo, ; 
Roscoe, § Co. 


Re CROSBY, MUNNS v. BURN—O. A. No, 2, 2nd February. 


R. 8. C., 1883, LVIIL, 8, 15—Leavs tro Apprat arren Expiration or 
1me—Error as To Lenorn or Nortozp—Frvar Orpen. 


RE 
3 
Z 


1887 (the appeal not having come on eo the solicitors of 
respondent wrote to the solicitogs of the appelien that they had 
been advised by counsel that the notice of motion was 


‘notice of from hether final or 
Phys es fel onder, md ote had tae notice of appeal 


from any interlocu order shall be a four notice.’ 

wb ova gr Arne (Goran Lan, 4 Larm,)grantd 
e A 

the order from was & order which required a fourteen days’ 


allowed for a The court had, no doubt, been very strict as.to 
giving leave to after the expiration of the time. But in the present 
case there was @ notice on which the court might have acted if the re- 


‘A. Young ; Ince, Q.O.y and St. John Clerke. Sotscrrons, John Holmes ¢ 
Son ; Leathley & Phipson. 


BRAY ov, GARDNER—. A. No. 2, 2nd February. 
Parznt—Amenpuznt or Spxcrricarton Pexpinc Action rox Ivrnincr- 


MeNT—Laave or Covet to aprty to Paranr Orrice—Tzams To Bs 

Iuposen—Parents, Dastons, awp Traps-Manxs Acr, 1883, s. 19. 

The case was, ought to be ona . 
tiff who bas t carvodion dor the nent of a patent, on givii 
him liberty, the to for leave t og th bey, 

er the ‘ , 19 of the a 
of 1883 provides that ‘‘ in an action of a and ina 
i patent the court or a j 
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the tiff liberty to apply for leave to amend his specification by way 
ot , provided that the specification as amended should not be 
receivable in evidence in the action, and that the costs of, and occasioned 


by, the lication should be the defendant's costsin any event. The 
costs of a uation to be costs in the action. On behalf of the plaintiff 
it was that these terms were too onerous, and that he was placed in 
@ worse position than if he had discontinued his action, and had com- 
menced a new one after amending his specification. 

Tus Covrtr or Arrzat (Corron, Linpiey, and Lopzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Oorrox, L J., said that the terms to be imposed were in the 
discretion of the judge, and no special ground had been shewn for not 
imposiog these terms. Section 19 apparently assumed that there might 
be cases in which it would be right that the amended specification should 
be received in evidence in the action, and his lordship did not intend to 
decide that in no case ought it to be receivable, or that the leave must in 
every case be given only on these terms. Each case must depend on itsown 
circumstances. But, as a general rule, and under ordinary circumstances, 
these were the proper terms to impose. The plaintiff who made such an 
application admitted that he had not complied with one of the conditions 
on which the patent was granted, and that, if the action went on, the 
defendant might be able to raise the defence that there was no patent on 
which the action could be maintained. It would be wrong to allow the 
plaintiff to get rid of that disadvantage as against the defendant. It 
might be asked, What benefit would the 


laintiff gain by amending hi 
tion if he could not use the cmenihed past om : fion P 


ification in the action ? 
ut there might well be other persons than the defendant as inst 
whom it might be most material for the plaintiff to obtain an amendment 
of his 5 cation, so that he might be able tosue them. It was very 
desirable to make patentees more careful in framing their specifications, 
which were cften very carelessly drawn. Liyp.ey, L.J., said that the 
mong had been argued on general principles, and the court did not know 
what the circumstances of the case were. But he inferred from 
what the plaintiff's counsel had said that, if the proposed amendment 
were not made, the action must fail. That would not always be the case 
when a plaintiff desired to amend his specification by a disclaimer. The 


court was not laying down the rule that these terms were to be invariably pe 


imposed in every application under section 19. But care must always be 
taken that injustice was not done to the defendant, though the mode of 
Ss him might vary in different cases. In the present case his 

p could not say that the terms which had been imposed were too 
hard. Lorzs, LJ., concurred.—Counset, Moulton, Q.C., and A. A. 
Terrell ; Aston, Q.C., and Carpmael. Soxricrrors, T. ¢ H. R. Gill ; Wilson, 
Bristows, ¢ Carpmael. 


Re THE NEW CITY CONSTITUTIONAL CLUB-—C. A. No. 2, 
29th January. 


Company—Winpinc vup—LanpLorp—Disrress ror Rent—LeAve oF 
Covrt—Oompanigs Act, 1862, s. 163. 


This was an appeal from the refusal by Kay, J., of an application made 
a landlord for liberty to distrain for Ben {a geet occu- 
by the company notwithstanding an order for the winding up of 
the company. tion 163 of the Companies Act, 1862, provides that 
when there is a winding up by the court or under supervision ‘any 
attachment, sequestration, distress, or execution put in force against the 
estate or effects of the company after the commencement of the winding 
up shall be void to all intents.” The applicant had granted a lease of 
certain premises at a rent of £4,000 a year to a club, called the City Con- 
stitutional Club, and the lease contained a covenant not to assign with- 
out the consent of the landlord. That club was wound up, and its 
undertaking and effects, including the lease of the premises, was taken 
over by the company. The landlord, though he did not formally consent 
to an mment of the lease, was party to an arrangement by which he 
the purchase which had taken place, and the new company 
agreed to him the rent then in arrear ‘‘and all the subsequent rent 
ue under the lease in manner therein provided.”” It has been 
held that section 163 does not apply to cases of distress by a mere 
stranger to the company, who has no right to prove for rent in the wind- 
ing up, and in Ex parte Clemence (23 Oh. D. 154) Fry, J., held that this 
rule applied in a case in which the landlord had taken from the company 
who occupied his premises a promissory note for the rent, and who, there- 
fore, had a right of proof in the winding up on that note, though he had 
no t to prove for the rent as such. In the present case the goods in 
qu were pledged to debenture-holders of the company for more 
than their value. Kay, J., considered that the case was governed by Ex 
parte Clenence, though he expressed his dissent from that decision. 

Tus Court or Arrgat (Corron, Linptey, and Lopzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision, on the ground that the goods in question could not at the 
time the notice of motion was given by the landlord be considered as part 
of the estate or effects of the company, and that they were not protected 
from distress by section 163. Corron, L.J., declined to give any opinion 
as to the correctness of the decision in Ex parte Clemence. Linoiry, L.J., 
thought that it was somewhat difficult to reconcile Ex parte Clemence with 
some of the other cases, but he would not express any opinion on the 
oe aes Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Micklem ; Phipson Beale ; 

» Q.0., Buckley, Q.0., and Hatfield Green. Soricitons, V. Ind 


Chamberlain ; May, Sykes, § Batten ; Davidson § Morris. 
Re MARTIN; LAND, BUILDING, INVESTMENT, AND COTTA 
IMPROVEMENT OU. v. MARTIN—O. A. No. 2, 24th January. ae 


Aprroinruznt or New Trustez—Vestinc Onper—‘' Person or 
Minp’’—Jvugispicrion—Truster Act, 1850, s. 2. 


This case (noted ante, p. 217) was brought before the Court of Lunacy on 


Unsounn 


the original petition amended in pursuance of the leave given by N orth, 
J., by entitling it in Lee 6 - 

Taz Court (Corron, L.J.) took the sams view of the case as North, 
J., had done, holding that a person whose state of mind was such as the 
evidence in the present case shewed it to be was a “‘ parson of unsound 
mind ’’ within section 2 of the Trustee Act, and that the jurisdiction to 
make a vesting order was in the Courtof Lanacy. Oorron, L J., said 
that he had consulted with Lindley, L.J., who said that, upon con- 
sideration, he thought he had mvie too refined a distinction in &: 
Phelps’ Settlement Trusts (31 Ch. D. 351).—Oounser, 4. Beddall ; Micklem. 
Soxicrrors, F. J. Mann; J. L. G. Powell. 


Re HUME—C. A. No. 2, 31st January. 


Luyacy — Evivence — Ustne Evipexce Fitep on Ose Paririon vpon 
ANOTHER. 


There were two petitions in this Junacy relating to two different trust 
estates, of both of which the lunatic was a trustee. Leave was asked to 
- an affilavit which had been filed on one of the petitions upon the 
other. 

Tur Covrtr (Corrox, Linpiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) said that the propsr 
course was to make a short affidavit on the second petition verifying the 
= filed on the first. —Oounset, Farwell. Soutcrrons, Bird ¢ 

ldrildge. 


WALKER v. OLARKE.—Kay, J., 2lst January. 


Parent—Action to Rasrrain Tureats—Ricat to Inrsriocurory Ix- 
JUNCTION—QvugsTION oF INFRINGEMENT OF DerenpaANT’s Parent BY 
Piawntirr — Parents, &c., Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. c. 57) s. 32. 


This case raised the question whether in an action brought to restrain a 
patentee from tabeitouing legal proceedings for infringement the plaintiff 
can obtain an interlocutory injunction without satiafy: the court that 
his manufacture does not constitute an infringemeaot of the defendant’s 
tent. Section 32 of the Patents, as, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, 
enacts that an injunction may be o against the continuance of 
such ag ; oe my A ont aenpeeryeg wei lagel rights of the threats — 
was not, io an ngement of the ts o rson making 
such threats.’” The defendant, under a t taken oP gs 1885, was a 
manufacturer of candle-lamps called ‘‘ Fairy” lamps, and early in 1886 
the plaintiff entered into negotiation with the it for the purpose 
of obtaining a licence to use the patent, in the course of. which he in- 
formed the defendant that he could, under an old and expired patent, 
make lamps very similar to the defendant’s without infringing his 
— that, if they failed to come to terms, he should do so. The 
icence was not obtained, and the plaintiff, who traued under the name of 
John Walsh Walsh, subsequently manufactured and sold lamps called 
‘‘Glow-worm”’ lamps, which were very similar to the ‘“‘ Fairy ” lamps. 
On the 17th of November, 1886, the defendant wrote to Mr. Stephenson, 
a customer of the plaintiff, this letter :—‘‘ Dear Sir.—Caution.— Walsh’s 
Glow-worm lamps are an infringement of my patent, and agents are now 
going though the country to get all the evidence they can to take legal 
proceedings st the vendors — being the course decided on by bf 
solicitors.’ pon this letter being brought to the notice of the plaintiff, 
he brought this action, under section 32 of the above Act, to restrain the 
defendant from threatening legal proceedings in ofthe “ Glow-worm”’ 
lamps, and he now moved for an interlocutory injunction under section 32 
of the Act. On behalf of the defendant it was contended, in opposition to 
the motion, that, assuming the letter to enson amounted to a 
threat of 1 proceed within section 32, the plaintiff could not 
obtain the injunction u he shewed that his lamps were not an in- 
fringement of the defendant’s patent. That was the sole question to be 
considered, for both before and since the Act of 1883 the validity of the 
defendant’s patent could not be called in question on motion for an 
injunction ; the only change made by the Act was that now the question 
of the bona fides of the son making the threats was immaterial, but 
the rule which existed before the Act was remained—viz., that 
the plaintiff was bound to shew that he not infringed the defend- 
ant’s patent. In support of thie contention the cases of Wren v. Wield 
(4 Q. B. 730), Halsey v. Brotherhood (30 W. R_ 386, 19 Oh. D. 336), 
and Kurtz v. Spence (85 W. R. 26, 33 Ch. D. 579) were referred to. 
Farther, that it was apparent here that the plaintiff's lamps were an in- 
fringement of the defendant’s patent which he was entitled to protect. 
It was open to oe either to establish that his lamps were no in- 
fringement, or to proceeding to get the defendant’s patent revoked. 
Kay, J., in the course of his judgment, said that he declined to accede 
to the argument that the court was absolutely powerless to grant an 
interlocutory injunction in a case like th 
time the iajanthion was applied for that had been actually no in- 
fringement. In his view an action like this, where 
injunction and an be granted, the question to be considered 
_— an Fany mtrmanesnt 
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whether it would do harm to grant or to refuse the injeneien. Now in 
lhe D gues Bi Pome upon himself to that which the 
defendant said was an infri oe ee ee ee ee 
which he had warned the plaintiff's customer that he intended to take 
proceedings agaiust the plaintiff. It seemed to him, therefore, that he 
should be doing more harm to the defendant by granting the injunction 
than to the plaintiff by refusing it. The balance of convenience, there- 
ty aad without eagevelag any opision wpun Sh GHNNE ohelled 
only, an out expressing any on w 

there had been any infringement of the defendant's patent. He refused 
the injunction. uNnsEL, Jnce, Q.C., and Phipson Beale; Sir R. Webster, 
A.G., Renshaw, Q.C., and Carpmael. Soxrcrrons, Field, Roscoe, § Co., for 
Barlow, Smith, § Pinsent, Birmingham; Wilson, Bristows, ¢ Carpmael. 


Re THE DUKE OF SOMERSET, THYNNE v. ST. MAUR—Chitty, 
#., 28th January. 
Paactice—Marriep Woman—Gvuarpian ap Litem oR Next Frrexp— 
Marrrep Women’s Prorgrry Act, 1882, s. 1, sun-szction 2. 
In this case the question arose as to whether a married woman could 
a oe gooey ad litem of an infant. It appeared that the registrar had 
to draw up an order made under such circumstances. It was 
submitted, however, that any disability to be guardian ad litem or next 
friend which existed under the old practice arose from a married woman’s 
incapacity to be sued, which incapacity was, however, removed by the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 1, sub-section 2, which enacts 
that a married woman shall be ‘‘ capable of suing and being sued either in 
contract or tort or otherwise in all cts as if she were a feme sole.” 
Currry, J., said that it was true that the old practice was based on the 
incompetence of a married woman to sue and be sued and be answerable 
in costs, but the Act of 1882 had not made a married woman for all 
purposes a feme sole. Section 1, sub-section 2, had only made a married 
woman capable of suing and being sued in matters relating to herself 
personally, but did not remove her personal ge to be a next friend 
or ad litem. R. 8. C., 1883, XVI, 16, expressly incorporated 
the old practice, and shewed that the framers of the rules the Act of 
1882 in view. There were many reasons iw | it might not be for the 
advantage of infants to be represented in leg gs ty he married 
woman which his lordship would not discuss, as he decided a 
question on the ground that her personal incapacity had not been 
removed. To grant the application would be a dangerous innovation, as 
a married woman would not be responsible for the costs of an im 
action, or liable et on those of an imp defence, or, at the most, she 
would only be le to the extent of her separate estate, which would 
necessitate an er into her separate estate, with all its attendant 
inconvenience. e should, therefore, make an order that the married 
woman be removed from her position as ad li and that the 
matter be referred to chambers to appoint a new gu —CovunskL, 


Latham, Q.C., and Badcock. Souicrrors, Walters, Deverell, ¢ Co; Crowders | able 


¢ Vizard. 
Re CURREY, GIBSON v. WAY—Chitty, J., lst February. 


Converanctne Act, 1881, s. 39—Marrizep Women—Restraint on Anrict- 
PATION. 


In this case an application was made to the court, under section 39 of the 
Conveysncing Act, 1881, for the purpose of obtaining an order 
the interests of certain married women who were tenants in common for 
life of real pro under the will of a deceased testator, which contained 
a declaration t gifts to married women should be for their separate 
use without power of anticipation. It was stated that the con- 
sisted of houses, and that no valid leases could be granted by reason of 
the restraint on anticipation im on the tenants for life, and it was 
asked that the property be ioned and re-settled. 

Ourrry, J., said that section 39 did not inform the court as to what 
were the circumstances under which it should make an order 
a restraint on anticipation, save and except that it must —— 
an cots meet ee ee oo ee , if it 
was asked ve to convey should een sae 

on * uired tips ccamined by itself, It amd : although 
therefore, req to ine tself. a 
the question was not before him, that a married woman soimpelned from 
anticipation could make a will passing the property, because the restraint 
on anticipation could not operate after death. He should, in the present 
case, make an order as being for the benefit of the , on the ground 
of the difficulty which otherwise existed in dealing the " 
and the desirability of ppetiee. Moreover, a re-settlement would 
made under which the life interests of the married women would be made 
a ze . jee paige ve on monraee po existed Lo. Beeps iy 
under w ey took the property. e scheme pro & pru- 
dent one, he should accede to the application.—CounseL, Spencer Butler ; 
G. 8. Barnes. Soxscrrons, Currey, Holland, ¢ Currey. 


Re LYSAGHT, BLYTHE v. BAUMGARTNER—North, J., lst 
February. 
R. 8. O., 1883, LII., 4—Moriow ror Arracument—Szrvice or Corr or 


Arrimpavir. 

This was a motion the plaintiff for leave to issue an attachment 
against the defendant for his disobedieuce to a order of the 
court. The notice of motion was dated the 5th of Ji , and 
was given for Tuesday, the llth of January. On Friday, the Tth 
of January, it was served on the defendant’s solicitor on the record, 
but a copy of en aftidavit mentioned in the notice as intended to 








“every notice of motion . . . for attachment . . . 
gees, ae: So the ap; et ee oe 
founded on evidence by affidavit, i 


might have abstained from 
Soxrcrrors, Dangerfield § Bly the. 


Re ROLLASON, ROLLASON v. ROLLASON—North, J., 28th 
January. 


ExecuTion—PAWNBROKER—REDEEMABLE PLEDGE. 


The question in this case was whether the interest of a pawnbroker in 
goods pledged with him, before his title has become absolute by the 
expiration ofthe time fixe forthe the pledge, is of such a 
na’ that it can be seized by the 
right of the se od to redeem. There 
on the point. e goods had been 
judgment obtained in an action in the Chancery Division. Another 
celiner chtahiad a judgment, and the appointment of a receiver of the 
pawnbroker’s business, in an action in the Queen's Bench Division. The 
appointment of the receiver was made subsequent to the seizure of the 
gow The question was whether the title of the receiver was ousted by 
she title under the seizure. 

ortH, J., held that the pawnbroker’s interest in the could be 
seized under the execution, and that the execution was entitled to priority. 
—Oounser, Macaskie; H. Tindal Atkinson; M‘Clymont. BSo.icrrons, 
Taylor, Hoare, ¢ Co. ; Pilcher § Vertue; Belfrage § Oo. 


Re THE OUTLAY Ee ASSOCIATION—North, 7., 22nd 
an’ a 
Company—Restoration or Name to Reoisrsn arrer Srarie Orr ny 
Recistrar—“Careyinc on Business or in Opzration ’’—Votunrany 
Winpino Ur—Compantes Act, 1880 (43 Vier. 0, 19), s. 7. 


& 


joint stock com of the name of a com struck 
off by the under the section 7 of the Companies 
Act, 1880 7 provides (1) that, where the registrar ‘‘has reason- 
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com or member by the name company 
hasta hoes sruck of the regitr in pusroaic of this section, the 
company or member may Ee court in which the com- 
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of June, 1886, and its name struck off the register, and they refused to 
pay the debt. unless the name was restored to the register. On inquiry it 
was found that the registrar had taken the proper proceedings under 
section 7, because no returns had been made to him by the company, as 
uired by section 26 of the Companies Act, 1862, since October, 1878. 
The registrar had sent the required notices to the registered office of the 

, but, by reason of the change of office, of which the a was 
Freem 5 the liquidator had not received these notices. The liquidator, 
who was a member of the company, now petitioned for the restoration 
of the company’s name to the register. 

Noxtu, a held that sub-section 5 of section 7 applied, though at the 
time of the striking off of the company’s name, it was carrying on 
business only for the purpose of the winding up, aud he made an order 
for the restoration of the name in the form No. 314 given at page 665 of 
Ohadwyck-Healey’s Company Law.—OovunseL, Leigh Bernard ; Ingle Joyce. 
Souicrrors, J. Westcott ; W. Murton. 


3 


COOKES v». COOKES—North, J., 29th January. 


Serrtep Lanp—Sarze ny Tenant ror Lire—Exercisz or Option as TO 
Payment op Purcuase-mongey rnto Court orn To Trusters—Serriep 
Lanp Act, 1882, ss, 21, 22. 


In this case the question arose whether a tenant for life of settled land, 
who had sold the land, under the power conferred on him by the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, had exercised the option given to him by sub-section 1 
of section 22 of the Act, as to the payment of the purchase-money either 
to the trustees of the settlement or into court. The suit was for the 
administration of the estate of the testator by whose will the land was 
settled.. The will contained no power of sale, and no trustees were 
appointed by it who were trustees of the settlement for the purposes of 
the Act. With a view to a sale under the Act, trustees for those purposes 
were appointed by the court. The tenant for life entered intu a contract 
for the sale of the land, and, there being some questions raised in the 
suit as to certain charges on the property, the purchaser refused to 
complete his purchase, unless the purchase-money was paid into court 
in the suit. e tenant for life consented to an application made by the 
purchaser for an order for the payment of the money into court in the 
suit, and the order was made and the money paid into court under it. 
The purchase having been completed, the tenant for life presented a 
petition in the suit and in the matter of the Act, asking that the money 
might be paid out to the trustees, the object being that they might then 
invest*it according to his direction. Section 21 of the Act provides that 
‘capital money arising under this Act shall, when received, be 
invested or otherwise applied wholly in one, or partly in one and partly 
in another or others, of the following modes—namely”’ (inter alia) 
“(ix.) In payment to any person becoming absolutely entitled or 
empowered to give an absolute discharge.’’ By section 22, ‘‘(1) Capital 
money epgsnte: this Act shall, in order to its being invested or applied 
a3 aforesaid, be paid cither to the trustees of the settlement or into court, 
at the option of the tenant for life, and shall be invested or applied 
by the trustees, or under the direction of the court, as the case may be, 
accordingly’’; ‘‘(2) The investment or other application by the trustees 
shall be made according to the direction of the tenant for life, and, in 
default thereof, according to the discretion of the trustees, but, in the 
last-mentioned case, subject to any consent required or direction given 
by the settlement with respect to the investment or other application b 
the trustees of trust money of the settlement, and any investment shail 
be in the names or under the control of the trustees”; ‘‘(3) The invest- 
ment or other application under the direction of the court shall be made 
on the application of the tenant for life or of the trustees.” It was argued 
that, notwithstanding the payment into court, the tenant for life was 
still entitled to the option given to him by sub-section 1 of section 22 
of having the money paid to the trustees, and that the trustees were 

**becoming absolutely entitled’’ within the meaning of sub- 
section (ix.) of section 21. 

Norru, J., held that the trustees did not come within that description, 
and that the tenant for life had exercised the option given to him by section 
22 (1) when he consented to the order for the payment of the money into 
court, instead of insisting on its being paid to the trustees. The money 

therefore, remain in court, and be invested or applied under the 
direction of the court, as provided by sub-section (3) of section 22.— 
Counsgt, Cookson, Q.C., and Rashleigh ; Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Speed, 

-O ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 7. L. Wiikinson ; Ingle Joyce ; Dauney. 
Soxicrrors, Gregory, Rowcliffes, § Co.; Tucker & Lake; Lidiard ¢ Co.; 
Clarke, Woodcock, ¢ Ryland. 


Re HOTOHKIN’S SETTLED ESTATES—North, J., 31st January. 


Sgsrrtep Lanp—Permanent Improvement—Payment or Cost ovr or 
“*CaprraL Monsys’”—Aprrovat or Scaeme sy Taustees—Serriep 
Lanpv Act, 1882, s. 26. 


A question arose in this case as to the jurisdiction of the court to order 
the cost of &@ permanent improvement to a settled estate to be 
paid out. of ‘‘capital moneys,” which were ia the hands of the trustees 
of the settlement for the purposes of the Settled Land Act. The tenant 
for life had had the work executed at his own expense, without previously 
wbmitting a scheme for the approval of the trustees, and the trustees, 
atter the work had been completed, approved the scheme, and took out a 
asking that they might pay th: cost out of ‘‘ capital moneys” 
in their hands. fection 26 provides that ‘‘(1) Where the tenant for life 
is desirous that capital money arising und+r this Act shall be applied in 

Aowards payment for an improvement authorized by this Act, he may 
, ubmit for approval to the trustees of the settlement, or to the court, as 


the case may require, a scheme for the execution of the improve- 
ment, shewing the proposed expenditure thereon, ‘‘(2) Where the 
capital money to be~ expended is in the hands of trustees, then, 
after a scheme is approved by them, the trustees may apply that 
money in or pote le my ges for the whole or t of any work 
or operation comp the improvement on (inter alia) “ (iii.) 
An order of the court directing or authorizing the trustees to so 
apply a specified! portion of the capital money.”. North, J. (in 
chambers) was of opinion that the aapeorrs by the trustees of the scheme 
ought to have been obtained before the work was executed, and on this 
— he dismissed the summons. The tenant for life moved in court to 

harge the order made in chambers, and that an order might be made 
in the terms of the summons. It was urged that if, before expending 
money in a permanent improvement, the tenant for life was hound, if he 
desired to be repaid out of capital money, to obtain the approval of the 
trustees, the immediate execution of a work which was urgently required 
RS the construction of a sea or river wall to prevent the flooding of 
land—would be discouraged, to the serious injury of an estate. 

Norrn, J., howeeer, adhered to the view which he already ex- 
pressed. He thought that the intention of section 26 was, that the opinion 
of the trustees or the court (as the case might be) should be taken in the 
first instance as to whether the proposed works were of such a nature that 
the cost of them ought to be defrayed out of ee money, and that it 
was only after ob the approval of the scheme by the trustees or 
the court that the tenant for life could expend the money with a certainty 
of nae eek, It was very important that the provisions of the Act 
should complied with. Before the money had been expended the 
trustees might be able to exercise their judgment fairly, but after the 
tenant for life had spent the money it might seem an invidious thing for 
them to refuse to approve what he had done, and thus prevent his 
obtaining the repayment of the money. The Act did not intend that 
either the trustees or the court should be placed in such a position. His 
lordship, therefore, declined to allow the payment of the money out of 
the capital money in the hands of the trustees. 
Another question arose thus. Counsel papenned. for the trustees, and 

proposed to address the court in support of the motion. 

ortB, J., said that he could not hear the trustees’ Counsel in support 
of an application in the interest of the tenant for life. The trustees were 
intended to be a check on the tenant for life in the interest of the other 
persons who were entitled under the settlement, and they ought, at least, 
to maintain a neutral position.—Counser, F. 7. Procter; J. T. Dodd. 
Soutciror, H. P. Cobd. 


Re SCHMIDT'S TRADE-MARK—Stirling, J., 17th January. 


Szcvrrry vor Costs—Payment into Court spy Livicanr RESIDING IN 
GerMany—RepaxyMEnT BY PayMasTER-GENERAL—FoRM ofr ORDER. 


In this case a question arose how repayment from the Paymaster- 
General of money paid into court as security for costs should be obtained 
on behalf of a litigant residing in Germany. Mr. Schmidt, a resident in 
Germany, had been ordered to pay, and had paid, £200 into court as 
security for costs in respect of an oo by him for registration of 
a tradc-mark. Upon the hearing of that application, together with 
another matter, Mr. Schmidt obtained an order tor payment of his costs. 
It thus became necessary to obtain repayment of the £200.. Mr. Schmidt, 
being in Germany, could not attend in person at the office of the Pay- 
master-Genvral, and could not, according to the law of Germany, comply 
there with the formalities required by the Paymaster-General in regard to 
the execution of a power of attorney, but would have to go to Holland or 
Belgium for that purpose. 

Sria.ine, J., directed that Mr. Schmidt should give a power of attorney 
in the ordinary form to some person in this couatry, upon his signa- 
ture thereto being verified, the power should be entered in the order, and 
the sum in court paid out to Mr. Schmidt's nominee.—Counset, 2. F, 
Norton. Soxscrrors, Ellis, Munday, ¢ Bartrum, 


Re WARDEN, BROWETT v. WARPEN—Stirling, J., 24th January. 


Lomration to CaIupren at Twenty-FouR—RE&MOTENESS—RULE AGAINST 
PERPETUITIES, 


In this case a question arose whether a gift of a legacy in discharge of 
a covenant contained in a and under which the 
limitation in default of appointment was to children at tweaty-four, was 
void for remoteness. Pe Imarriage dated the 28th of 
September, 1867, Joseph Warden covenanted that his executors would, 
within twelve months after his death, pay to the trustees £2,000 to be 
held upon trust for the wife for life, and after her death for the children 
as she should appoint, and, in default of tment, for the children who 
should attain twenty-four, oe S and, if there should be but one such 
child, then for such one child. oseph Warden died on the 9th of May, 
1886, having by his will directed his executors to set ai out of his 
residuary estate and pay to the trustees of the settlement (to the above- 
stated covenant in which he expressly referred) £2,000 for the benefit of 
his wife, and otherwise upon the trusts of the settlement. The testator’s 
wife predeceased him. was only one child of the e, now an 
infant, An originating summons was taken out_ by the executors for the 
purpose of determining (inter alia) who was entitled to the legacy. 

Srieuixe, J., held that the legacy of £2,000 by the will was given for 
the express purpose of satisfying the covenant in the t. The 
limitation by the settlement in favour of yams in default of appoint- 





ment, was void for and the £2,000, being on the 
same footing, failed alec. The £2,000 fell into residue, 
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Covnset, W. Pearson, Q.C., and Marcy; A. Brown.. Souaneros, G. P. 
Rogers, for Powell $§ Brewett and Coley § Coley, both of Birmingham, 
JOHNSON v. JOHNSON—Stirling, J., 25th and 29th January. 


Marrrep Women’s Prorzrty Act, 1870 (33: & 34 Vier: c. 93), 8. 8— 
Dzrp ACKNOWLEDGED. 


The plaintiff, who was married on November 23, 1870, became entitied, 
in June, 1876, to certain teal estate as co-heiress of an intestate. Her 
rights in such real estate were consequently regulated by the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1870, which, by its 8th section, enacts, in effect, 
that the rents and profits of descended property ‘‘ shall to the 
married woman for her separate use, and that her receipts alone bea 
good discharge for the same.’’ The plaintiff had p to settle the 
property upon certain trusts with the concurrence of her husband, but 
not by deed acknowledged. The question now arose, as to this real estate. 
whether or not, being a deed unacknowledged, the settlement had 
any estate beyond one for the life of the plaintiff and the possible life 
interest of the husband as tenant by curtesy. 

Srrruino, J., in giving judgment on January 29, said that the question was, 
What was the intention of the Legislature in this section of this 
public Act? Wasit intended that the separate use sh extend to rents and 
profits whenever they might arise ; or that it should be limited to the rents 
and profits which might be personally enjoyed by the married woman ? 
At the time of the passing of the Act the consequence of ——_ upon 
the real estate of the wife was this, the husband ae a inter- 
est during their joint lives, and on the birth of a child capable of inherit- 
ing under the existing limitations in favour of the wife, that estate 
became, by the curtesy of England, enlarged to an estate for life, but, 
subject to this, the freehold remained in the wife and she 
it by deed acknowledged. Now, the words of the section of the Act 
contained no words of limitation. Again the word ‘‘ receipts” pointed 
to the meaning of the words ‘‘ rents and profits’’ for which they were to 
be given, being the rents and profits which she would be capable of 
giving receipts fcr, that is the rents and profits during her life, and did 
not point to the corpus of the property. Further, this must be.considered 
if “‘ rents and profits” meant ‘‘rents and profits for all time,” it must 
have been intended to give her an increased power of disposition, 
yet there was not a word in the Act to enable a married woman to deal 


( 


E 


with the legal estate otherwise than in the way, that was by a 
deed- acknowledged. If then, the Legislature intended to confer 
upon a married woman the unfettered power of g of real estate 


descending upon her, they had conferred it upon 7 very indirect 
means, and that intention might have been effected m more readily 
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CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. . 
Ex parte RUSSELL, Re ELDERTON—O, A. No. 1, 28th January. 


Soricrror—Ricut or Avprance—Banxrurtcy Matrer—Oovrr or Arran 
—Banxruptey Act, 1883, s, 151, 


In this case a question arose as to a solicitor’s tof audience in 
court. Section 151 of the Act, 1883, that ‘‘ nothing 
in this Act, or in transfer of thereby, shall take 


right of audience in matters in the 
was an appeal from a decision of 


TO DISPUTE 


by such a provision as the one inserted in the Married Women’s | 4), 


Property Act, 1882. Finally, it was obvious that the whole Act dealt 
with the property of married women, not in a comprehensive, but in a 
limited and tentative way; thus as to personal property coming to a 
married woman under a deed or will, the preceding section only attached 
the separate use to it if the amount did not exceed £200. He 
accordingly came to the conclusion that the better view was to hold that 
the object of the Legislature was simply to remove and put aside that 
interest of the husband which interfered with the personal enjoyment of 
the rents and profits by the wife, and not to give her an enlarged 
dominion over her property. He held, therefore, that the separate use 
created by the Married Women’s Property Act, 1870, extended only to 
rents and profits which might come to a married woman so as to be 
personally enjoyed by her, and that it followed from this that the con- 
tention of the plaintiff was right.—CounsgL, Baines; Willis Bund. Soxict- 
tors, Hughes ¢ Gleadow. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES, 
Ev parte BALL, Re HUTCHINSON—C. A. No, 1, 28th January. 


BaNKRUPTCY—FRAUDULENT Prerekence—VOLUNTARY REPLACEMENT OF 
MisarPropRiaTep Trust Monsy—Banxxvuprcy Act, 1883, s. 48. 


In this case the question was raised, whether the voluntary 
by a trustee in insolvent circumstances of trust money wi he has 
misappropriated can be treated in his bankruptcy as a fraudulent er- 
ence under section 48 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. In Ez parte bins 
(17 Ch. D. 58) and in the recent case, Ex parte Taylor (ante, p. 96), it 
was held by the Court of Appeal that such a payment could not be treated 
as a fraudulent preference, on the ground that the relation of debtor and 
creditor did not exist between a trustee and his co-trustee, cr between: a 
trustee and his cestui que trust, in to money due from the trustee 
reason of a breach of trust, and that section 48 only to 
preference of a creditor. In the present case Cave, J., had refused 
set aside a payment of this nature which had been made by a trustee 
his co-trustees shortly before his bankruptcy, on the ground that 
bound by these decisions of the Court of — On behalf 
appellant it was urged that those decisions applied to the case of 
who had committed a fraudulent breach of trust in respect of 
was liable to criminal proceedings, the knowledge of which 
well have produced an influence on his mind inducing him to 
trust money, whereas in the present case the bankrupt, 
committed a breach of trust, had done nothing to 
criminal proceedings. Moreover, the claim of a cestwui 
his trustee in respect of misapplied trust money 
proceedings iv a court of equity, and constituted an eq: 
could be made the subject of proof in bankruptcy, and 
intended to = a preference of any person who, but for 
ence, would have been entitled to prove in the < 
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retainer his petition.”’ On the 
a this case North, J., prandle Fe summons,—CounszL, 
Las ; Herbert Reed, Souscrrons, F. 8. Herbert ¢ Co.; W. Furee 
eave, 


Souscrrorn Srauck orr THE Rotts.—January 27th, Evstace Wisse 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Genera, Merrie. 


The Jan eral meeting of the Incorporated Law Society took place 
on Frida the 28th ult., at the society's hall, Chancery-lane, the Paesipent 
(Mr. H. W. Parker) taking the chair. 


Previmimary ExaMInarTIoN. 

The Presipent said: Although not strictly in order, it may be agreeable 
to the meeting that I should say a few words with regard to the preliminary 
examination. The question of the preliminary examination was referred to 
the Executive Committee of the council in November, 1885, and again in 
March, 1886, and the subject has been before that committee for a very 
long time, It has received very anxious consideration, and I am happy to 
say the committee have come to a conclusion on the subject, and the council 
have confirmed the report. The result has been that existing regulations 
as to the preliminary examination no longer exist. They are ed, and 
a new jon has been devised. That regulation, in accordance with 
our statutes, is now before the judges. It was sent to them on the 17th of 
this month, and it will come into full force and effect, if within twenty- 
eight days after it has been so sent to the judges no expression of dissent 

from them. I must ask the meeting not to press me with any 
questions as to the character of the alteration in the examination, because it 
would be inconvenient that any discussion should arise whilst the matter is 
before the judges. But I think [ may say this much, that the alteration in 
the regulation as to the examination is not in the direction of lowering the 
standard. 


Mippiesex Recistry. 


. K. Munron, in accordance with notice, asked as follows: “ What 
been taken by the council in relation to the resolution passed at 
anoual meeting as to the questions with the Middlesex Registry ?” 
Presmpent : The council have that subject under consideration, and 
to the determination that that question shall be raised and deter- 
courts of the country. It is an important question with 
the oath before an tony, London megan pm — 
compelling the deponent to go to the Middlesex Registry ; and the counci 
gen ge it a subject which ought to be determined by the superior 
steps will be taken acco’ ly. 
Muwrton said that he would forthwith proceed in the matter of a 
orial which be had kept by him for the same purpose. 
ment: It is the desire of the council that you should assist 
matter, therefore I may ask you to communicate with us, and we 


necessary. 


igiwstei givers 
i iH it 


County Courts. 


iN moved, in accordance with notice :—“ That the Special Com- 

County Court Report be remitted back to such committee for 
reconsideration, with the aid of the council’s observations thereon, and 
ly in conjunction with the official rules and regulations promulgated 
since the report was drawn —— committee to have power (with the con- 
currence of the council) to add to their number.” He said that in 1883 a 
committee was appointed by the society to consider the question, and, as was 
well known, they made a report to the council thereon. The council took 
such under their consideration, and sent it out to the members with 
some ions of their own upon it. A resolution was carried at a 
general meeting that a conference should take place between the council on 
the one hand and him (Mr. Munton) on the other, as representing at the 
time the County Court Committee. Two meetings took place, and there was 
considerable difference of opinion on some of the points. In the meantimea 
large number of new rules and regulations had been issued by the authori- 
ties, which, to some extent, dealt with the question. Since that time the late 
Lord Chancellor had brought ina Bill to consolidate the county courts’ 
statutes; and it had been publicly announced that the present Lord 
Chancellor would, during the coming session, bring in a Bill to consolidate 
the county courts’ Acts, and he (Mr. Munton) had reason to believe that 
the character of that Bill would be something after the style of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, which in effect admitted of a number of new clauses being 
inserted in the Bill, and he thought a very excellent opportunity would be 
found during the next session for any representation being made to the Lord 
Chancellor which will not only deal with the question of more rules, but will 
result in satisfactory enactments also, That was one reason why he proposed 


Mr. Weszxes seconded the motion, which was agreed to. 
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Tue Crvs.—Honorary Memners, 

Mr. Samui Day moved, in accordance with notice, “'That the following 

be.added to the existing rules of the Law Society Club:--The committee, 

anything to the con in these rules, shall have power, 

to the on of a majority of the members voting at 4 general 

5 specially called for the purpose, to elect, as honorary member, any 
person not being a member of the ted Law Society.” 

Mr. Macanruve objected to the motion being proceeded with, as being 
contrary to the rules of the society. He quoted from the rules to show that 
the notices with regard to the motion had not been given, as the 

its object the alteration of the existing bye-laws, which said 
that the club should be confined to members of the society. 

Mr. Dar urged that he was quite in order, and that it had been so ruled 
dag ar gdh omc waa ger a similar resolution on behalf of 

. O. Humphreys, who was at the last general meeting, and the 


iH 





same objection had been raised, but it had been overruled. The whole thing 


was at that time discussed. 

Mr. C. Foxp said that his recollection was that the point of order objected 
to was not the same, 

Mr. W. M. Waurens said the issue was very simple. It was quite clear 
that a bye-law could not be altered without giving certain notice. But it 
was absurd to say that the minute details required for the management of 
the club were bye-laws of the society. What the meeting had to do was 
simply to comply with the provision that any rules of the club might be 
altered by the a 

The Presipent: It seems to me that the motion is in order, and we shall 


. Mr. Macantuur : Then I hand in a written protest, that there may be no 
mistake about it. 

Mr. Day said that all the West End clubs had the same rule.. This was 
the Jubilee year, and many a oe people would visit London, and it 
would be very convenient to have the opportunity of making some of them 
say | members of the club. 

Mr. Pennineton seconded the motion. He thought it would be a great 
convenience that it should be passed. It was <> aoe the society to do 
what it had done upon a former occasion. One of the objects in view was to 
admit as honorary members the ry wang be 4 the assistant secretary. It 
was obviously very convenient that they be members of theclub. Of 
course they required refreshment, and it was much better for the society that 
they should be able to get that refreshment conveniently and close at hand 
instead of having to go out of the building when they would not be accessible 
to gentlemen who wanted to see them, and in other respects it was very 
advantageous, Therefore he hoped the meeting would feel no difficulty in 

ing to what was a very convenient and universal practice of clubs, that 
of admitting honorary members. 

Mr. Forp said he offered a strong opposition to this most monstrous 
posal. He called attention to the rai mysterious language in which it 
was framed. It was to be by the vote of a ing. He was quite 
sure many persons were under the impression that it was to be a general 
meeting of the society, but it was nothing of the kind. It was to be merely 
a meeting of the club. He thought he was right in saying that Mr Day 
was not a member of the curious institution called a club, and it might be 
that he hoped to be rewarded by being made an member. 

Mr. Day rose to order. He had already said that he had spoken merely 
as the mouthpiece of Mr. Humphreys. Therefore it was not fair that he 
(Mr. Day) should be subjected to these remarks. 

Mr, Forp “are he was right in saying that Mr. Humphreys was one of 
the paid officers of the society. He was a solicitor, very largely employ 

y them, and it was on that account he had thought it desirable that the 
a should be brought forward by another member. The club might 

ring in fifty or sixty outsiders, because it was financially embarrassed, to 
keep it going. If the motion was defeated it would be found that within 
twelve m the club would find it necessary to give the society notice that 
they did not require their rooms any longer. He regretted that he had 
withdrawn the action which he commenced against the society. : 

Mr. Parxsr, as a member of the club, supported the motion. He did not 
intend tu answer Mr, Ford’s remarks, because he did not think this a fitting 
time or occasion to have made them. There were several reasons why the 
motion should be The society had this year, in return for the 
repeated hospitality tendered to them in the 2 pemevery invited the coun 
societies to meet in London. Every one would agree that it would be muc 
to be regretted that any portion of the building should be closed to those 
members on their meeting at the society’s premises in the summer. It was 
evident from the resolution being brought forward that there was a doubt 
upon the point, and a doubt which would reflect very seriously upon the 
hospitality of the society. He remembered in connection with the ad club, 
that during the dynamite scare, the officers of the guards on duty at the Law 
Courts were made honorary members, and they appreciated the advantage 
very highly. He had looked at the rules at the time, and had thought that 
there was now power under them to do this. Who could object to the 
secretary and assistant secretary being made hono: members? Did they 
not all agree that to those two gentlemen, for their high ability, their never 
failing courtesy, and un ing patience to the members individually and 
collectively, their warmest were due, and when an occasion of this 
kind presented itself, and they could extend to them some recognition of 
their valuable services, they should warmly accept it 

Mr. G. B. Grecory suggested that the words “ of the club” should follow 
“ general meeting,” and that the number of honorary members should be 
restricted. At ee yom of the ident he moved the following 
a “ That such honorary members shall at no time exceed fifty in 
number.” 

Mr. Regve seconded. 

Mr. Macartuur objected to the amendment on the ground that it was con- 
trary to the previous resolution. He went on to object to the club as taking 
the rent out of the fees of the students which ought to be expended on their 
education, and out of the eral subscriptions of members which might 
have been reduced. He would always protest against the injustice of apply- 
ing the general funds of the society to meeting the engagements which per 
been incurred solely to find accommodation for the club. 

Mr. Roscos, ae adie anda te toe thought it a pity that a 
doubtful question of this sort should be forced, even w a reluctant 
minority of the society. He appealed to Mr. Day to withdraw the motion. 
He (Mr, Roscoe) should not support it, and he would not be alone in that 


a the council. 
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to order, the chairman would have been bound to stop him. The question | view assimilation of the practice in generally with that which 
was not that of the existence of the club or the a © ae poems ‘a Se Beet oF a wih regard tothe employment ud Fone 

P i bp oaa of au com- 
students’ fees for improper purposes. It was an unworthy suggestion, —. rh —e council 


still it was m: 
Mr. Macarravr: And persisted in. : 
Mr. Watters: Yes. e insinuation is made, and persisted in, 
Mr. Macarruur: It is not an insinuation; it is a direct charge. Use 


prsper language. : , 
r. Waurers said the statement he — and the taste which persisted 
in insisting upon it he would leave to ing. With om oy to Mr. 
Ford, what he (Mr. Ford) had said about the action t by against 
the society was not quite right. He had regretted that he did not go on with 
the action. He (Mr. Walters) thought Mr. Ford rather forgot that he had 
asked leave to withdraw that action, if the council would not press for pay- 
ment of costs—— 

Mr. Forp: I rise to order. I dispute in toto the accuracy of that state- 
ment. I say it is not correct. 

Mr. Waurmre did not know that his memory was worse than Mr. Ford’s, 
and he had no doubt that if the correspondence were referred to it would be 
found that he (Mr. Walters) had spoken correctly. Mr. Ford complained 
that the club question was constantly coming up. That was due to him and 


Mr. Macarthur. Was it also quite consistent with dignity and fairness that | Eng’ 


Mr. Ford should constantly impute motives to everyone? When, for 
instance, Mr. Day had brought forward the motion, Mr. Ford had accused 
him of unworthy motives, in that he might be pitchforked into the position 
of an honorary member. This was hardly good form. He should remember 
that these remarks got into the papers, and the members brought themselves 
down to the level of a parliament of Home Rulers. Mr. Day had then 
explained that Mr. Humphreys really was the originator of the res.lution ; 
then Mr. Ford said that Mr. Humphreys occupied the position of a psid 
officer of the society. In this honourable profession did he mean to say 
that the members of it, by taking fees for doing business, surrendered their 
independence? Surely that was unworthy, and if Mr. Ford had thought so 
badly of his professional brethren, he ought not to have said it in public. 
Then Mr. Ford had said that the club wanted the motion carried to 
them out of their financial difficuities. That was an unworthy motive. 

not Mr. Ford know that no club could exist upon the sale of its food and 
drink? Did he not know that the club was dependent, like other clubs, on 
the fees and subscriptions of members without which it could not go on? 
Let him argue the questions fairly, and not throw broadcast these ts 
against persons, individually and collectively. ; 

Mr, Forp hoped the amendment would not be accepted: It followed, 
from the remarks made by Mr. Roscoe, that there was a serious and grave 
difference of opinion between the members of the club upon the subject. He 
(Mr. Ford) in his possession letters from Mr. Saunders, when he was 
eens, which would clearly prove that the statements made by Mr. 

Walters as regarded the withdrawal of the action of Ford v. The Incorporated 
Law Society were wholly incorrect. 

Sir Tuomas Panve said the motion seemed to him to be a mistake, both as 
regarded the substance of it and the way in which it had been brought for- 
ward. Some years it had been expressl 
composed only of members of the society. There were good reasons for 
that, and he was not disposed to join in any motion which would be incon- 
sistent with the determination which had been then come to. Moreover, it 
appeared to him that any resolution of the kind should come in the first 
instance from the club, and be confirmed by the society. 

Mr. Day accepted the amendment, and thought the number of honorary 
members might even be reduced to twenty. 

Mr. E.terton trusted that members who were douttful upon the motion 
would not vote for it merely to shew that they did not agree with the senti- 
ments of the members who had spoken mate 5 it. 

Mr. Muwron said he was not a member of the club, but he had been con- 
i some of the members, and they thought it was desirable that the 
amendment should be altered by adding the words—‘‘ elected as honorary 
member for a period not exceeding two years.” 

Mr, Grecory concurred in the alteration. 

Mr. Pexnineron could not agree with the alteration. It would put them 
in a very difficult position with regard to the and the assistant 
secretary, whom he believed every member, if the club was to exist at all, 
would wish to be honorary members of it. As a member of the committee 
of the club, he knew there was no danger that it would be swamped with 
honorary members. 

Mr. Grecory observed that there was nothing to prevent re-electiou. 

Mr. Penntneton assented to the alteration. 

The Present put the motion as follows :— That the following be added 
to the existing rules of the Law Society Club: ‘The committee, notwith- 
standing anything to the contrary in these rules, shall have power, subject to 
the approbation of a majority of the members voting at a general meeting of 
the club specially called for the purpose, to elect as member any 
person not being a member of the Incorporated Law Society, but the number 
of such honorary members shall not at any t'me exceed twenty, and such 
election shall be for a period not exceeding two years, but with power cf 
re-election.’ ” 

The motion was carried—69 voting for it, and 33 against it. 

Mr. Puitmore urged that it ought to be put again as a substantive 
resolution ; but he was overruled. 


Sontcrrons AND AUCTIONEERS. 


Mr. H, E. Garestz called attention to the resolution of the society pans 
at the annual provincial meeting held at York on the 12th and 13th of 
October, 1886, and subsequently approved by the council as follows :—‘‘ That 


y stated that the club should be | but if 
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The Presipent: I you rather assumed that the motion passed at 
Taek hed ben squeeyed by O° Seas It has been approved in the sense 2 
caplet orward to the general body of members and be consider. d 

them. ' 
te Gaiiata? Oh Sie. I do not suggest that the details of the resolution a 
have been approved. a 


Mr. Munrow, in 
the footing of a comm 
Revenue in r ference to a sale of articles of vertu which 
deceased 


executor of a 


on 
auctioneer’ s” nae ane being 7} per cent. 4 
paid, the letter in question, from the Comptroller at Hoge, bing F. 
as follows: “‘I am not in a position to admit the amount of the net a 
of sale of the articles of vertu is the proper measure of their value for the i 


purpose of probate duty ; por gE 


would be justified in cost of their iq 
money as an element in his cal " He (Mr. oe intended to 2 
contest the demand, but for the preseat he contented himself with seconding 2 


the motion. 

Mr. J. Warre did not understand whether the committee was to require 

such measures to be taken, or whether it was to consider as to the 
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The reason he wrote the paper was this. There were two schemes placed 
before the remuneration tribunal—the London (South of England) scheme 
and the Jiverpool (North of England). The latter was accepted, and the 
scheme was rejected. If they took the scheme which had been 
iven them, when conducting sales, it appeared to him that it was not open 
fo & moment’s argument, but that they must take the custom. If they took 
the scheme without the custom, it would be like a body without a soul. It 
would be a dead thing. It had been decided for them. The Legislature had 
given to them the Liverpool (North of England) scheme. It was not only 
to the interest of solicitors to conduct sales, but, considering that they were 
the trustees for the great profession coming after them, it was a much 
higher platform to take to see one of the things given to them they did not 
deliberately throw away. They were appointed by Act of Parliament 
conductors of sales; and it was absolutely essential under these circum- 
stances, when it was probable a most radical system of registration would 
be introduced, that they should show that they were the men of affairs with 
regard to the transfer of land. If they took the Liverpool scheme without 
the Liverpool custom, the thing would be reduced to absolute nonsense. 
These were his reasons for bringing it forward, and he only wished to say 
that he was of the same opinion still. 

Mr. Appisow had very little objection to the motion as altered, but he 
would have strongly objected if it were to go forth in a hasty way that 
they were all of opinion that they were to destroy the auctioneers of the 
City of London, and take their business into their own hands. Sales were 
conducted in London so totally differently from the way they were conducted 
in the country, tht there was really no parallel between the two cases, and 
all they, as solicitors, could desire to do was to do that which was in the 
interest, not altogether of their own pockets, but principally of those of their 
clients; and one of the things which the committee must set itself most 
seriously to consider was whether it was, not for the advantage of the 
solicitor, but for the advantage of the client, that this division of labour in 
London, which had been allowed to grow up, and was now in force, should 
be put aside for another system. There was also another serious matter. 
It was not likely the auctioneers of London, as a body, would allow such 
an inroad to be made on their remuneration without some measure of 
retaliation; and he thought that the question of the transfer of land was 
one of serious moment, and those who were very anxious to cut down the 

remuneration for all sorts of work would begin to say, “The 
solicitors and auctioneers of London are quarrelling as to how they are to 
divide the remuneration for the sale of land,’ and that there was some 
reason to see whether the remuneration should not be further reduced. 

Mr. Forp suggested that the question was now so important that the 
report ought to go to the general body of members, instead of to the council. 

r. Gripsig, in reply, referring to Mr. Addison’s remarks, said that he 
had never heard a more injurious doctrine started than the suggestion that 
the society should, before appointing a committee of the society to consider 
a matter affecting their own interests, consider whether the auctioneers 
would retaliate. He trusted that if they did the solicitors were quite strong 
enough to hold their own. He did not see that the auctioneers would be 
affected to any very great extent ; but if they were, the solicitors were cer- 
tainly strong enough to take cure of themselves. 

The motion was carried unanimously, and the following gentlemen were 
appointed a committee, with power to add to their number:—Mr. C. E 

tthews (Birmingham), Mr. Kenion (Liverpool), Mr. Grinham Keen, Mr. 
he nag aig (Liverpool), Mr. Pennington, Mr. Howlett (Brighton), Mr. J. 
Hunter, Mr, Manisty, Mr. Morrell (Uxford), Mr. Cooper (Manchester), Mr. 
Brombead (Sheffield), Mr. Walker (York), Mr. Pye-Smith (Sheffield), Mr. 
Waldron (Cardiff), Mr. Jones (Young, Jones, Roberts, & Hall), Mr. 
Vassall (Bristol), Mr. Burrell (Farrer & Uo.), Mr. Wilmer (Richard Smith & 
Wilmer), Mr. J. A. Iliffe, Mr. Moberley (Southampton), Mr. Bassett 
Rochester), Mr. Melvill Green (Worthing), Mr. H, E. Gribble, and Mr. 

. Addison. 

Mr. Wuire asked if the committee were all in favour of the North of 
England scheme, or were they taken indiscriminately ? 

. Kegn said he had suggested two or three names. He wished the 
committee to be geographical entirely—a representative for every county, if 
they pleased. 

. Forp said there were no less than seven members of the council on 
the committee. It was not satisfactory. It should be more general in con- 
nection with each county. 

Mr. Keen said that Mr. Ford would find one or two members of the council 
were representative men, purposely chosen because they represented country 
districts, P 

Provincia, Meetines. 

The following notice stood on the paper :—‘‘ Mr. J. Coulton will move: 
‘ (1) That, at the annual provincial meetings of this society, a printed copy 
of all the papers be handed to every member on application at the place of 
meeting or during the meeting. (2) That the papers be taken as read, and 
the whole time of the meeting devoted to their discussion. (3) That the 
papers be grouped into sections, and the time apportioned to each section in 
proportion to quantity and importance. (4) That no speaker be allowed 
more than ten minutes, (5) That the author of a paper should have the 
right of reply. {®) That no thanks be given to an y member or official of 
the society.’” moving the first resolution, he observed that it was much 
easier to a er with his paper before one. 

Mr. Forp the motion. 

Mr. Matvitt Green expressed himself as quite opposed to the motivn, 

that it would tend to spoil the provincial meetings if it were carried, 
He w prefer a motion passed that no one should be permitted to have 
copies of the papers until after they had been read. It would be better if a 


committee see i to consider whether any improvements should be 
made in the {of holding the provincial meetings. The meetings had 





gone on year after year and had increased in interest, and there was need for 
regulations. The subjects ap to be selected in a haphazard way, 
and it might be better for the council to select a few subjects of special 
interest. It would be well for a committee to be appointed to consider 
generally whether there could be any improvements and alterations in the 
mode of conducting these meetings, He moved that it be referred to a com- 
mittee. 

The Preswpent suggested that Mr. Green should give notice of a resolu- 
tion on the subject. 

Mr. Green accordingly gave notice for the April meeting. 

Mr. Covurow said he was quite willing that the whole matter should be 
brought forward in April, so that the subject might be referred to a com- 
mittee, or to the council, as members might desire. 

Mr. Hunter suggested that the word “provincial” should be omitted, 
and that any resolution should be made to apply to all the general meetings. 


Tue CLUB AGAIN. 


Mr, Forp asked, according to notice :—‘‘ Is the president of the society, 
and are the members of the council, unanimously of opinion that the Law 
Club (as constituted after the commencement of my chancery action in 
regard to the old club) is beneficial to the general body of members of the 
society ; what is the estimated value of the premises occupied by the club; 
and what is the present number of members of the club who are members of 
the society ?”’ 

Mr, Meyitt Green rose to order, He did not think that the members 
were entitled to get up and ask the president his opinion upon any particular 
question. He begged that the president would not answer Mr. Ford’s 
question. It seemed to him not a proper question, and he did not see why 
the president should be liable to cross-examined by any member who 
chose to do so. 

The Prestpgnr: I am much obliged to you, Mr. Green, but I have no 
objection to answering the question. For myself, I may say I was nota 
member of the club as it was constituted before Mr. Ford's action was 
brought. It was only after the club was reconstituted that I became a 
member of it, and I am now a member. I became a member of the club 
because I thought it was so extremely convenient to me, as I was continually 
in the Royal Courts adjacent, and I found it so convenient, that not only did 
I join it and am still a member, but both my bg my joined it and are still 
members. This is my personal experience, far as the members of the 
council are concerned I really do not know, for I have not asked them their 
opinion ; but, I may say, for the members of the council whom I meet con- 
tinually at the club, I should judge that, at all events, so far as they are 
concerned, they find it, in the terms of this inquiry, “beneficial’’ and “ bene- 
ficial to the general body of members of the society.” As to the estimated 
value of the premises I cannot answer that, because we have no separate 
estimate of the value of the premises occupied by the club. The whole 
building is assessed in one sum for parochial purposes, and we have no means 
of detaching from the general estimate what is the particular valne of the 
club. As to “the present number of members of the club who are members 
of the society,” I can only answer in this way, that nobody can be a member 
of the club who is not a member of the society ; therefore, all members of 
the club are necessarily members of the society. 

— oy : That is not my question. What is the number of members of 
the club ? 

The Prestpent : That is not the question. Your question is, ‘‘ What is 
the number of members of the club who are members of the society ?” and 
I say all the members of the club are members of the society. 

r. Forp: What number of members are there ? 

The Prestpent: That I am not able to answer; but I have no doubt 

the secretary of the club will give you the information. 


Srupents’ Fee Funp. 


Mr. Forp asked, according to notice: “ Referring to the statements made by 
Mr. Roscoe, when president of the society, at general meetings held in July, 
1885, and January, 1886, as to the Students’ Feo Fand created by section 8 
of the Solicitors Act, 1877, what is the sum now available for legal educa- 
tion in connection with that section?’’ Mr. Roscoe had said, at the meeting 
in July, 1885, that the funds were more than absorbed, and at the meeting in 
July, 1886, that tere were ample funds available. 

Me. Roscoz said the two things were spoken under different circumstances, 
but were quite reconcilable. hat he had meant to say was that the council 
declined to allocate the particular expenses with regard to every particular 
item of their audits, such as registration of solicitors, education of articled 
clerks, general purposes, and soon. But he had said that if they were so 
apportioned, and that if they attributed to the articled clerks’ fund all the 
cauentioual expenses, a due proportion of the expenses connected with the 
building, and so on, that the articled clerks got their full value, and it was 
all absorbed. That was perfectly true according to the estimates the council 
had made. It might or might not be accurate, but that was what he had 
meant. He had meant to say that if the special expenses were taken, which 
were for the benefit of articled clerks, in the way of lectures, examinations, 
and so on, and a due proportion of the gen expenses were added, the 
articled clerks got their value of their money, and all their money was spent 
upon them. Un the second occasion the subject was as to how the education 
of articled clerks could be improved. Mr. Philli was speaking of large 
funds, and wanted to go minutely into the question in order to shew that the 
society ought to out more money. All he _ Roscoe) had said was that 
the council did not distribute the funds of the society in the way Mr. 
Phillimore proposed ; but if he would shew that there were any objects of 
education which required the expenditure of , there would 


be n 
difficulty in finding. 1. He had not meant to say the society shoulo 
contribute any particular part of the articled clerks’ fees, but out of thd 
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eneral funds the council would find no difficulty in finding money for any 
neficial object of that kind. 
Lzeeat Epvcation.—Lreat APPOINTMENTS, 

Mr. Forp moved the adjournment of the meeting, because he considered 
the motions which stood in his name so important they ought not to be 
discussed at this late hour. 

Mr. Cotpicorr seconded the motion. 

The Parstpent asked to what day the adjournment was for, 

Mr. Forp: Sine die. 

The motion was agreed to. 


The following were the motions in question :— Py This meeting, whilst A 


recognising the good intentions of the council in small grants recently 
made to Liverpool and Newcastle-on-Tyne for educational purposes, is of 
opinion that these and similar grants should be larger in amount, and should 
be made without the conditions hitherto imposed by the council,” “ } 
That the interests of solicitors and the public require that many — lega 
a tag 7 nS which solicitors are at present excluded, should be thrown 
open to them.” 

A vote of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. Foxp, and seconded by 
Mr. Macarruvur, terminated the proceedings. 


WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 

The annual meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, 
Pierpoint-street, Worcester, on the 25th ult. ; Mr. F. Corbett, president, 
in the chair. 

The report of the committee and treasurer’s accounts for the past year 
were received and adopted. 

The following officers of the society were unanimously elected for the 
ensuing year :—Mr. Joseph Higgin Whatley, of Malvern, president ; Mr. 
A. W. Knott, vice-president ; Mr. E. A. Davis, hon: treasurer; and Mr. 
F. Ronald Jeffery, hon. secretary. 

The following gentlemen—viz., Messrs. F. Corbett, W. P. Hughes, T. 
G. Hyde, T. Southall, and J. Stallard, jun.—were appointed members of 
the committee for the ensuing year in addition to the officers of the 
society. 

On the motion of Mr. T. Southall, seconded by Mr. E. A. Davis, the 
best thanks of the society were accorded to Mr. F, Corbett for the very 
efficient manner in which he discharged the duties of president during the 

ast year, and a cordial vote of thanks was also given to Mr. J. H. 

Whatley for his services as vice-president for the past year. 

At this meeting Mr. Anthony Swainson Allen, pe ord the Worcester 
County Court, and Mr. Samuel Bromley Garrard, of that-city, were elected 
members of the society. 








The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members of the society is sixty-three, 
as against sixty-one last year; two new mem Messrs. Lawrence 
Martin Curtler and Walter Thomas Ourtler, of Worcester, having been 
elected. The number of subscribers -is nine. 

Conducting Sales by Auction.—The committee desire to draw the att mtion 
ef members to the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of Re Wilson 
(29 Soxrcrrors’ Jovgwat, 438, 29 Oh D. 790), where the court held that, 
where the conducting fee authorized to be charged by the order for con- 
ducting an auction sale is charged by the solicitor, the solicitor must do 
the whole of the work for which such ad valorem: remaneration was — 
vided. In the case in question an auctioneer had been and his 
fee of £55s. had been allowed by the taxing master st the estate, 
and a surveyor had also been employed and his charges allowed by the 
taxing master; but certain matters had been done by the surveyor and 
charged for in his bill against the estate which the court considered should 
have been done by the person conducting the sale ; under these circum- 
stances the solicitor was not allowed the ad valorem tee for conducting the 
sale, but £2 2s. for instructing auctioneer and surveyor, and £3 3s. for 
particulars. It is believed that the work specified in the surveyor’s 
charges was of the following nature:—surveying property and com- 
paring plans attached to deeds with existing boundaries ; g plan 
and dividing into lots for p of sale; making ; 
with solicitor as to re-lotting ; survey of house and grounds for particu- 
lars of sale; valuation of property; preparation of plan in detail ; 
measuring boundaries and checking area, &c. The court seemed disposed 
to hold that the ad valorem conducting fee was never 
chent pays the surveyor and auctioneer, but they did not a concluded 
opinion on the point. 

Y Claims of the Crown for Duties.—In na last session of ee Mr. 
tregory called attention to the position of trustees, promo others, 
liable to the payment of duties to the Crown, and moved for the introduc- 
tion of certain clauses in the Customs and Inland Revenue Bill 
for a certain limitation in point of time in respect of such liabilities. Your 
committee regret that the introduction of clauses was not carried, 
a:, in their opinion, the subject is one dem early attention. 
Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1883.—Ref to the 


of 
the committee for the year 1885, and to the q of the - t of 
bailiffs to the percentages for vost, of distresees by the Act, 


amounting to £3 percent. on sums exceeding £20 and not exceeding £50 
and cf £2} per cent. on sums excecding £50, the committee draw the 
attention of members to the case of Coode and Another v. Johns and Another 
(35 W. RB. 477), where Grove and Grantham, JJ., on appeal from & 
decision of a county court judge, held that the bailiffs were not 
to these tages, but that the same belonged to the landlord 

a it could never have been intended that the landlord 

vy at his own cost, 


e 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
InrermepiaTe Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order 
Pg Rove = 7 the intermediate examination held on the 13th day of 


January, 1887. ac 
Th Frederick Richard Becher 
SET eee Hooters err Frederick Clement Every 
Allen, John William Bird Levett, John Arthur 
Appleby, Alfred Lewis, Edward William 
Arnall, William Ernest Lundi, Frederico George 
— Reginald Deane Alexander 
Berry, “nee Maples, Kinbew 
Bishop, Frederick William Francis Eden, B.A. 
lackman, Arthur Martin, 
» Edward . Maughan George 
Bolton, John % 
alter Percy 

Wicd, Ohatles Robert Milikin, Ernest, B.A 
Braithwaite, Frederick Milner, Ralph 
Breese, Char ward Miller, Georgé Ernest 
Brooke, Daniel Moordaft, Charles s Henry 
Bubb, Ed allis, ‘erbert Thomas 
Cafferatta, W:’ Neal, William Phené 
Carden, Herbert Arthur John Noble, John Campion 
Carr, George Arthur Oates, Jo 2a 
Charlesworth, Arthur Heywood Oldfield, J: 
Chinn, Alan Edward Onions, Hubert 
Clarke, Henry Garrard Hubert Foder 
Clements, Charles Edmund Perkins, B.A. 


3 
F 


Clutterbuck, Walter Sweeting Philli 


: 
i 
it 
i 
: 


Danvers, Robert Augustus, B A, Ravenscroft, Walter 
Davies, Jobn Arthur Richardson, Aubry 
Charles Haffenden, Roberts, 
Duffitt, John Roberts, Rhys Counsell 
Earle, P W aeere Robinson, Arthu 
Eaves, William John 8 Robinson, Charles 
Ellison, John Vincent Edward Robinson, bee 
Evans, Arthur Acton Rogers, <n 
Faber, Charles Edward Russell, John Stanley Vaughan 
Fletcher, James Herbert William Russell 
Flint, Ernest inald. ‘Thomas John 
Freeman, John Edward Sarjeant, Frederick Arthur 
Fullilove, Thomas William Scanes, Albert 
Gibson, James Henry ee 
Gilbert, Arthor " 
Goodacre, Hugh George Sidebotham, John James, LL.B. 
G William Eugene Sinnett, John aT a 
Griffiths, John Wakeman Slinger, George Nicholas 
G , Charles Jackson, B.A. Smith, Charles Arthur 
Marriott Firth Smith, Charles Lawson, B.A., LL.B. 
Hannen, Henry Arthur Smith, Joshua Pritchard Fellowes 
Harby, Travers Bidder Smyth, William Knight 
Hawkins, Benjamin John 
Helliwell, W Steel, Frederick 
Havelock, George Street, Allen Peter 
Hickley, Leonard William North Sturt, Bertram 
George Wentworth ire, Samuel, B.A. 

Wilmot Edwin 
Hodges, Alfred Tatham, George Sinclair 
Howard, Charles F B.A. 
Howe, Charles Edward , George B.A. 
Humphreys, John Arthur Hollick 
Hutchins William John Mortimer Tolley, Frederick 
Instone, Stanley Turner, Thomas 
Jackson, Robert Harry 


ohnson, Albert John William Wi Earl ; 

Julien Thomas William Watkin, Alfred Hobson 
Knight, H D 97% waite, Archer Moresby 

hb A. 
Knight Toney William Howard. White Harrold Jenings, B.A 

‘ Wiproderick BA. Winter, Robert Gilroy 
i ee "Wright, Arthur, B.A. 

Fivat Examtnarion. 

The foll candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
se to ae final examioation held on the lth end 12th of January, 
1887. é Le ee | 
Abbot, Ralph Abel Andrews, Charles John Dormer 
Adcock, ur Hugh Frederick William 
Addison, Arthur Willen 
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Holden, Cecil 
Hole, Michael 


Holmes, oy | 

Holt, Henry Spawforth, B.A. 
Hovell, Robert de Berdt 
Habbersty, John Paley, B A. 
Hughes, William 

Hulton, William Arthur 
Hunt, Ernest James 


Illingworth, Lawrence Bradley 


Jackson, Samuel Percy 
Jerman, James Oolin Stuart 
Johnson, Edward William 


Graham, B.A. Jones, Frank Wolstencroft 
Jones, Liewellyn Golyddon Albert 
28 


Harri 
Kendall, Edmund Walter 
Knight, Edward Albert 


Legassicke-Orespin, Claude William 
, Percival Henry Aufrere 


Linthorne, Richard Roope 
Lymn, Frederic Charles 
Macdonald, John William 
McNab, John Humber 
Malkin, George Robert 


Marshall, Frederic the Younger 


Maw, Frederick James 
Melly, Augustus George 


bers, Thomas Washington Morgan, Frederick Williams 
Chance, Thomas Godwin 
Charlesworth, John 


Morris, Walter Edward 


age Percy Camerom, B.A. 
Naylo: 


r, Percy 
N , John James 
Newell, Matthew Banks 
Norton, Edmund Scott 
Nutting, Louis Walter Bligh 
Gaskarth Parkin, Montagu Lewis, M.A. 
Pawle, Alfred George 
Payn, Arthur Stransom 
Philips, George Iason 
Porter, Charles Hornby 
Price, Thomas Protheroe 
Prior, Edmund Blackstone 
Procter, John Robert 
Ray, John Lindley 
Roberts, Arth 


ur 
Robinson, Hugh Munsfield 
Robinson, John 

Randolph Rutherford, Henry Taylor 
Sansom, Percy Burnett 
Sheffield, 


Robert William, B.A. 


Siveter, William Alfred 
Skidmore, Arthur Charles 


Spilsbury, George Hubba!l 
Epokes, William Silverthorne 
Stubbs, William Henry 
Swann, Francis Ernest 
Taylor, Samuel Robert 
Thompson, William 
Thomson, Frederick Samuel 


- ae Thurn, Colin Campbell im, M.A. 
Thursfield, William Brunton 


Tolhurst, Bernard Wilshire 
Tremellen, Edgar Herbert 

Trimmer, Edward Douglas 
Turner, Francis 


Kingsley Veale, William , B.A. 
Wakeford, William Frederick 


Wakley, Thomas Finsbury 
Watson, David Jouffroy 
White, Arthur Cecil 
Willey, William 


Hi 
ae Richards Penderel Williams, Henry Alexander 


Wilson, George Bailey, B.A. 
Wooding, Peter Jones 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 


undermentioned gentlemen were, on the 28th ult., called to the bar 
Honourable Society of the Inner Temple— viz., Mr. John 
es Ernest Chambers, 


Cambridge ; and Mr. Char 








Mr. Berwarnp Har 


been elected Coroner for the Southampton Division of Hampshire 


~ mecession to his father, the late Mr, Robert Harfield. Mr. B. Harfield 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


FIELD, solicitor, of Southampton and Lymin 





pag tn some time acted as deputy-coroner. He was admitted a solicitor 
79. . 


Mr. Arruvr Joun Hanstre Warp, solicitor, of Harwich and Dover. 
of the Borough of Harwich, in 
succession to Mr. Edward Chapman, resigned. Mr. Ward was admitted 
a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Puiu Spencer Grecory, barrister, has been appointed by the 
Bishop of London to be Hono Lay Secretary to the don Diocesan 
Conference, in succession to Mr. John Walter Buchanan Riddell, resigned. 
Mr. Gregory is the third son of Mr. John Gregory, and was born in 1851. 
Be was educated at bg Abey ~s — where he graduated in 
the second class of the pos in 1873. He was called to the 
Ta lia in November, 1875, and practises in the Ohancery 


Epwrw Francis Scupawore Srannors (Lord Stanhope) has succeeded 
to the Peerage on the death of his father, the ninth Earl of Chesterfield. 
Lord Chesterfield was born in 1854. He was educated at Eton and at 
Brasenose College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in November, 1880. He si a magistrate and deputy-lieutenant 
for Herefordshire. 


Mr. Jossru Arnatt, solicitor, of Leicester, has been elected President 
of the Leicester Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Arnall was 
admitted a solicitor in 1854. 


Mr. Eowarp Macwacuten, Lord of Appeal in Ordinary, has been sworn 
in as a member of the Privy Conncil, and has been created Baron Mac- 
naghten of Runkerry. 


Mr. OCnar.es Batuvursr Luis Ferwanpss, solicitor, of Wakefield, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Wakefield Local Board. Mr. Fernandes was 
admitted a solicitor in 1857. 


Mr. Ricuarp Oxarence Hatsz, solicitor, of 61, Cheapside, has been 
elected Chairman of the Markets Committee in the Court of Common 
Council. Mr. Halse was admitted a solicitor in 1860. He is a Common 
Councilman for Cheap Ward. 


Mr. Onantes F. Manraxir, solicitor, of 10, Staple-inn, has been 
a a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 


Mr. G. M. Ronmson, solicitor (of the firm of Robinson & Turnbull), of 
4, Mitre-court-chambers, Temple, E.C., has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of J ture. 

Mr. Bast Wickines Sarr, solicitor (of the firm of F. Wickings Smith 
& Son), of 23, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been a ted a Commissioner 
to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of J . 

Mr. Joserx Hicoins Wuartey, solicitor, of Great Malvern, has been 
elected President of the Worcester and Worcestestershire Incorporated 
aw aoe ensuing year. Mr. Whatley was admitted a solicitor 


PARTNERSHIPS DISSOLVED. 


Isaac Hatt, Hernert Garnett Janion, and Monracu Hearn Hatt, 
solicitors, Manchester, so far as regards the said Isaac Hall. Jan. 19. 
[ Gazette, Jan. 28.] 
Pee A oobegh 3 Dasklorebery Epwarp Henuzy, solicitors (Combs, 
y; » 25, . Jan. 28. 
Haney Rew Lewprrerz and Tuomas Asttex Horace Hamonp, solicitors 
(Lempriere, Hamond, & Browne), 56, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Dec. 31. 
Arruur Oruwys Snartanp and Enwarp Faspsricx Cups OLarKke, 
solicitors (Sharland & Clarke), Tiverton, Devon. Jan. 13. The said Edward 
Frederick Childs Clarke will practise at the offices of the late firm under 
the style of Sharland & Clarke, epetersivoaseh entered (my 
[ Gazette, Feb. 1.} 


A meeting held on Saturday afternoon in Lincoln’s-inn Hall, 
to consider the advisability of establishing pgod nt dealing with the 


P, E e, Jeune, 8S. Moore, W. A. Linsay (Portcullis), alford, and 
about 100 members of the bar and others interested. were 
from Chancellor, Lord Derby, Mr. Justice Cave, Mr. Justice Wills, 
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At the Guildhall Police Court on Tuesday, John Silas Poole, of 113+ |’ 
auxhall- 4 


Vi -bridge-road, was summoned at the instance of 
Law Society for, on the 3rd of September, 1886, . and 
falsely pretending to be duly qualified to act as a Mr. 0. 0. 
Humphreys ap; in support of the summons. Mr. Charles Maynard 
that ia tember last he was clerk to Messrs, Fisher, 
; C>., b § oe -wall, now a a oh —_ He reosived. the 
etter a Snaite ment e owed to a . 
Ife un Tih Ccmanlendiin onete Shes. on anIaE: Witness 
made inquiries, oak thea went to the Law Society. He wrote to the de- 
fendant and informed him of what he had done. Subsequently he 
received a county court summons from Mr. Bull. He money 
into court. By the defendant.—He took no notice of first letter ; 
but when he received the second he shewed it tos friend, who ad edvioed | Dare 
him what to do. Mr. Lloyd Griffith Worth stated that in consequence of 
directions he went to 187, Stewart’s-road, Clapham. Defendant had left 
there. Ultimately witness found the defendant at 113, Vauxhall-bridge- 
road. He she him two letters, and informed him that they had been 
forwarded to the Law Society, and that he was instructed to make in- 
quiries as to whether he had written them. Tho defendant told him that 
he did write them at the request of Mr. Ball. au was, the —— 
added, Mr. Ball who took out the county court summons. 
had been , and he had received 2s. 64. for his trouble. Tho detondant 
said that his name was not in the “‘ Law List.” Retent te Se ni ae 
pobed gap nor did he pretend to be one. He was a debt collector, and 
acted in that capacity. was a poor man. The Alderman imposed a 
penalty of 40s. and £1 Is. costs. 


if 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


RoTa OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON * 
Date. Arras) Count Avene. Count as, Justis Mr, mation 


No. Kay. 
Me Feb. 7 Mr. Jackecn Mr. Pugh Mr, King Mr. Leach 
Buceday,-. Kee Wara Godtrey 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 
New Tarat Parse 
(Continued from p. 108.) 
Set down 9th December, 1886 Middlesex well v Sallivan Mr M 
Daniel Justice Day 
Set down 14th December, 1886 Middlesex Hatchard vy Mege & ors Mr M 
Daniel LC J of England 
oe down 14th December, 1886 Middlesex Potte: v Lotts Me Wallace Justice 
ia 
Sot down 16th December, 1886 Middlesex Martin v North Met Trams Co Mr 
TRKemp Justice Mathew 
Set down 16th December. 1886 Middlesex vite tii" Bua of England 


v Governor & Co of make «all B ollock 
Set down 16th December, 1886 Daplany v Davis Mr Pollard 
LC J of England 


- — com December, 1885 Middlesex Callaghan v Frith Mr Backnill 


on i down BA Decembar, 1883 Middlesex Cleghorn v MacDougall Justice | y 


Set “y & 18th December, 1886 Middlesex Boaler v Hulder Pit in Pers a 


Justice Mathew 

8et down 18th December, 1886 Middlesex Jonas v Crawshag Mr A Cross 
LC J of England 

Set down “4 oe. 1886 Midtlesex Gloucestorshire Bkg Co v Edwards, 
executor, a Dees LC J of 

Set down ie December, 1 Middlesex sare & Co v Bluck, Black v 
Lovering & Co Mr Lyneb Justice Stephen 

i Desember, 1886 Middlesex Black v Johnson & ors Mr Lynch | y, 


8st down rh» ae 1886 Mildlesex Cambefort & Coy Chapman Mr 
Willis Jastice Mathew 

Eet down 23rd December, 1886 Middlesex Roberts v Bignell & ors Mr Fillan 

50 icon Sed Daneel Middlesex Balding & aur v Toppan &ont M 

2 r, 1886 anrv Tuppen anr Mr 

bye ag J Bae Mathew 

Set down 24th December, 18%6 Middlesex Ditton vy Stuart & acr Mr Bonsey 
Justice Grove 

Set down 28th December, 1856 Middlesex Berridge v Laws & ors Mr Lane 

set down 314 wry 1 Mins Couper, MoCarnie & Co v Richards & 

vn an a1 i ov 

C» RT Reed Justice Mathew 


—— Mortons, 


In re a Solicitor ‘ieee w Society 
Zuecani & arr v N London Equitable Building Society 





Brown v 


Lilley v Rankia Renkin v Lilley & anr 
enon Ail grey Mey Sy = Rd 


Fenner & ant v Lord Grey do Wilton (e00 No 47) 


Crisford v Lees 
Ingham + Walkar (Bilwood, cl) 


of Foreign Bundholders & ors 


pow Belin ewmaa 
Barber v Brotherton & ors 
Oldfield 


mart 
| Soe ny we Oo acne 
peeve 


rig he end cer todo orgasd wite Nol) 


a 
Stone v McKay 
Allen v Hl.iogs 
Davies v Dawes 
Thomson 


I Arbitation betwoon Hullday & C & La 

re ’ ° 
2 saa ry 
Ia re 0 Solicitor Maple Taoorporaied Law Soo 


Haynes & Co v Wilson 

Great Woot Sephari ind ¥ Surgeay sued, &> 
Newman 

Geest West Sh p yemgy &o 

Williams v Seb: te sete 

Hanbury & ore v 

Tack & Sons v Priester, mad &o 

Smith & enr v Webb & anr 


In vo on Arbitsation botwons A Glas and F Leaders & 
Wandsworth Common Conservators v 


& aur 
Usher & Co v Matthews & Co ld 


Ths Oficial Trostees & the Patriotic Fand 


v Bennet: 
Ia rean Arbit ation between A Higginson and C R Vigers 
Reyaolds v De Beer 


v 
Baxton & Co v Moffat: 
Sener Game” 


Staffurdebire, B Tren’ ‘ 
ant’s H H Sadge Woodorde 
payne Marson v Marriott County Court Piaslatiff's 


Midhovs, Wetalester “emelen v 


Piaintif’s appod HH Juige B 


Masical Exchange 1d County Court 
of Tynemouth Uaivn. 


‘Quarter 8 We i Vip 5 ge alaaaaaes 
London Pasoall e Pais Blaser or’s Court Defendant's appeal Tue 


Seme Johnston v Mote ere’ os Repeats see The Recorder 


Met. Pol. Dist. Penny 


: 


Pe Bap aot ty - & Worth * County Coat Plaintiff's appeal 


bk Vesey 
¥ Bradrord The Queen v H & the J of Court of Yorkshire, 
wrkaite, a. t hare 


ota itary aa sr 
ssue 
P Saad 


to hear, &o appin for new 
Nisi for mandamus to hear 


Bias + nel aaa "Ort Pogue om County Court Plaintiff's appeal. 


ee Cas Se County Cuart Defendant Harriett 


rae Bde 


natin Be Se nt Commities of 
sions 12 is Vieve 30s 13 (eams vtatod 


mscaceecnttd — * 
Court Plaintif’s appeal HH 
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Liverpool The Queen v Raffles & Royal Liver Friendly Soviety Nisi to hear 
&o complaint Expte tt 
Middlesex, Bloomebury Wilson v Attenborough & ors County Court Plain- 


a HA Judge Eddis 

Hertf a Degen Postle vy Porter County Court Doefendant’s appeal H 
HJ agshawe 

Met Pol Dist Patten vy Wood Magistrate’s case 

Sussex Lewis v Fermor Magistrate’s case 

Merionethshire Foster v Diphwys Casson Slate Co ld & anr Magistrate’s 


care 
Bolton Whellan v Rodgers & anr Magistrate’s cise 
Northumberland, Newcastle Turner v Hickney County Court Defendant's 
appeal H H Judge Holl 
Salop Lawley v Merrick: Magistrate's cass 
Hampshire, Southampton Micll & aor vy Frampton County Court (Equity) 
endant’s appeal H H Judge Leoward No nots taken by Judge—vide 


Lancashire, Liverpool Evans & ors vy Holt & Co County Court Plaintiff’s 
appeal H Judge Thompson 
Lincolpshire The Queen v Davy & ors Nisi to set aside return and for attach- 


ment 
Lapoathire The Queen v Haslehurst Nisi for certiorari ani disallowance and 
Expte Abercrombie 
England The Quee1 v The Right Hon Baron Penzanc> and ore Nisei for 
prohibition to Chancery Court in suite Hakes v Bell-Cox Expte Bell-Cox 
London Engrand Freres v Raper City of Londun Coart Defendant’s appl 
Same Bath v Keeling Mayor's Court Defendant's appeal 
Yorkshire, Leeds Lomas & C> v Williamson, Dann, & Co County Court 
Defendant’s appeal H H Judge Greenhow 
G anshire, Swansea Shepherd & anrv Morris County Court Plsintiff’s 
a H H Judge Williams 
Ry: Munro v Watson Magistrate's case 
London Mendelssohn & anr vy Cohen & ors Mayor's Court Plaintiffs’ appeal 
Eesex The Queen v H H Judge Abdy & Clarke Niai for prohibition from 
on order amending judgment in action Clarke v Cotton Expte 


larke 

_= Greenwich Steele v Easton Couaty Court Defendent’s appeal H H 

Judge Powell 

Hertfordebire, Barnet Rome, trading as Wilkins & Son v Page (S Page, 
clm) Conoty Court Claimint’s appeal A H Jadge Whigham 

Met Asrmt¢ Dist The Queen v Jj’s of General Assessment Sessions Nisi for 
certiorari for order at instance of West London Extension Ry 

Met Asemt Dist The Queen v Sams Nisi for mandamus -to draw up order 
Expte West London Extension Ry 

Kent, Tonbridge Spencer & anr v Bartram & anr County Court Plaintiffs’ 
appl H H Judge Cox 

Sam>, Gravesend The Queen v W Fletcher, Eeq, Jj, &-, &anr Nisi to hear, 
&c appla for summons Expte Lond», Tilbury, & S uthend Ry Co 

Lazcasbire, Liverpool! Nicholson & ors vy Dickioso1 Cuunty Court Plavntiffs’ 

H H Judge Collier 

Midd'efex, Westminster Real & Personal Advance Co 1d v Clears County 
Court Plaintiff.’ appesl H H Judge Bayley 

Yorkshire, Sheffield Mosby v Waterlow & Sousld County Court Defendants’ 
appeal H H Judge Ellison 

Staffordshire, Cheadle Ainsworth v Ainsworth County Court Defendent’s 
appeal H H Judge Jordan 

Kent, Rochester Fortune v Penn County Court Plaintiff's appeal H H 


Judge Cox 
Paes. Norwich Flint vy Easton County Court Dofendant’s appeal H H 


rice 
Bri Chatterton v Che2sman County Court Defendant’s 
appeal H H Judge S ephen 
Glamorganshire, Cardiff Trade Auxilia-y Co v Jeham (Wil’shire, clmt) 
Couaty Coart Claimant’s appeal H H Judge Owen 
Sariey, Redhill Gibson v Wise County Court Plaintiffsappeal H H Judge 


Midélesex, Shoreditch Masters v Morris County Court Dafendant’s sppeal 

H H Judge Prentice 4! F 
Hinckley Wills v Perkins County Court Defendant’s appeal 

H H Judge Hooper 

Worcestersh Tenbury Davis v Harvey & Co County Court Defendant’s 
sppeel H H Jadge Sir R Kettle 

Nottingtanehire, Mansfisid Rodd & anr v The New Hacknall Colliery Co 1d 
County Court Defts’ appeal H H Jade Bristowe 

Darham, Gatesheai Hiad v R hertson & Son County Court Defendant’s 
appeal H H Judge Holl 

Shroprhire, Ludlow Gwilliam & ors v Butcher County Court Defendant’s 
a HH H Jud Rogers 

Sal Walton v Hardman Hundred Court Plaintiff's appeal 

Newcastle upon Tyne McDonald vy Lochrane Magistrite’s case 

Same SamevSame Same 

Kent Westbrook v Ficld Same 

Warwickshire Worcester Union v Parieh of Birmingham Order of Sessions 
Respondents’ nisi to quash 

Swansea Hughes v Glover Magistrate's case 

Kent Overseers of Parish of St Lawrence v Jj for County of Kent & ors Order 
of Sessions Appellants’ nisi to quash 


ee ‘Rexbarga & ors v Meseent County Coort Plaintiffs’ appeal H H 
B 


Midolesex lla v Twickenham Local Board Magistrate's case 

Sane Holmes v Same Same 

Met Asemt Dist The Queen v Jj of Gen Assmt Sessions (expte L & N W Ry) 
S »mmons for mandamus to draw up order (expte L & N y Co) adjd from 
Chamtere 12 Oct, 1886 (per Grantham, J) to be taken with Nos 102 & 103 

Same The vSame Summons for certiorari for order (expte L & N W Ry 
Co) adjd from Chambers Same 

Parts of Kesteven Asher v Calcraft Magistrate’s case 

co WR Rylands v —s Magistrate’s case 

M "8, Newport Aiken €anry Newport Slipway &o Co Jd County 

Defendant’s appeal H H Judge Owen 

gt Poreer v’ Worthing Local Board Quarter Sessions, 12 & 13 Vict 0 45, 

a : 


Midilesex, Bow Wateon v Weekes & anr County Court Defendant's appeal 

H H Judge Prentice 

Hampshire, Portamouth Pinto & Sons v Deeeaes. (Southera Countess &0 Bank 

clm County Court Cla'mant’s appeal H — Leovard 

Bedfordshire, Leighton Buzzard Hanmer & anr vy King Coun‘y Court Da- 

fendant’s a) H H Juige Whigham 

Middlesex, Bow Sutton v Stead & anr County Court Plaintiff's appeal 
H H Jadge Prentice 

London Stock & Share, &0, Co v Galmoye Mayor’s Court Defendant’s appeal 

Suffolk The Queen v Judge of the County Cour: of Suff)k holder at [pswich 
and Mitchell Nisei to hear, £0, action “¢ Mitchell v Blyth’’ (expte i 

Parts of Holland The Queen v Rev J T Dove & ors Jj, Ko, & Re.d Nisi to 
state case (expte Read) 

Lancashire Local Board for Waterloo & Se»forth v Lewis Magistrate’s cate 

Met Pol Dist Legg v Gibbs Same 

Surrey, Southwark Tillett v Gosbse (Sherry, clmt) County Court Cimt’s 
appeal H A Jud eg! 

Bu ham aveee agnall Yorke vStroud Cvunty Court Plaintiff's 
opel H 8 Judge Whigham 

Oxfordshire The Queen v Iahabitants of Oxfordshire Indictment Verdict 
subject to special case 

Surrey, Kingston Roake v Cogswell County Court Defendant's appeal H H 
Judge Lushington 

Durham Bell’ v Stockton & Darlingion Sieam TramwaysC)ld Magistra‘e’s 


case 

Kent Wheekerv Webb Magistrate’s case 

Salford Kershaw v Kershaw Magistrate’s case 

Carnarvonshire Hughes vy Owen Magistrate’s case 

Nottinghamshire, Nottingham Bardili v Daykin (Jarvis, clat) Couaty Court 
Claimant's appeal H H Judge Bristowe 

Surrey The Queen v G W G Leveson-Gower, Esq, & ora Jj, &c, and Godstone 
Highway Board & aur Nisi to issue summonses Expte Kelssy 

London Newton & anr v Jameson & anr Mayor’s Court Deft’s appeal 

Shropshire The Queen v Judge of County Court of Shropshire holden at 
Oswestry and Thomas & ors Nisi to hear action “ Prichard v Taomas & ors ” 
(expte Prichard) : 

Kent, Maidstone Standen v Hook & Co County Court Plaintiff's appeal H H 
Judge Homersham Cox ; 

Monmouthshire Lea v Abergavenny Improvement Commies'oners Nisi to dis- 
charge order as to costa inst the Justices 

Liccolnshire, Parts of ey The Queen v fo Parts of Lindsey Nisi for 
mandamus to hear appln (expte Waterhouse) Re Morton Carr Dramegs s 

Surrey, Southwark Woodward v London. Chatham & Dover Ry Conaty Court 
Defendant’s appeal H H Jadge Holroyd 

er Swansea Matthews v Mat‘hews County Court Plaintiff's 
appeal H H Judge Williams 

Lethon H M Postmaster-Gen v Bishop City of London Court Pisintiff’s 


appeal 

Surrey, Lambeth Smith vy Wood & anr County Court Deft Marceau’s appeal 
H & Judge Powell 

Warwickshire, Birmingham Copner v Middleton County Court Defendant's 


sppeal HH Judge Chalmers 

Middlesex, Marylebone nrning Y Burbridge Brothers (Barbridge & anr, clit) 
County Court Pits appeal H H Judge S:onor 

—_ — Petite v Batley County Court Plaintiffs appeal H H 

udge Bayley 

—_ Croydon Union v Reigate Union Quarter Sessions, 12 & 13 Vict c 45, 
8 

Cer Lianelly Morgan v Bowen County Coart Dofendaut’s 
ap H H Judge Beresford 

Cheshire Stubbs v Hilditch Magistrate’s casc 

London The Queen v Jadge of the City cof Lonion Court & Pric) Nisi to hear 
action (Ex parte Grey) 

Monmouthshire Rutherford vy Straker Magi:tate’s case 

Met Pol Dist Vestry of St Giles, Camberwell v Hunt Same 

Cheshire Catherall vy Mersey Ry Co Couaty Court Dafeadaats’ appeal HH 
Judge Ffoulkes 

Radnorshire The Queen cn psosecution of J R+ynolis v W Stephens & var, 
Churchwardens of Presteign Maeodamus Motion to amend retarn 

London The Queen v Kiog & anr Nisi for cersiorari for inquisition Ex parte 
H M Postmaster-General 

Warwickshire, Birmingham Wones & Co v Sealey (Homer, clmat) County 
Court Plaintiffs’ appesl H H Judge Chalmers 

ie Williams v Campbell City Court Plaintiff's appeal Mr Commissioner 

err 

Glamorgansbire, Merthyr Tydfil Kirkhouse v Williams County Court Defend- 
ant’s appeal H H Jud liam; 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Cook vy North Met Trams Co County Court Plaintiff's 
ap H H Judge Prentice 

Mid Bow Clark v Marquis of Londonderry County Cvart Plaintiff's 
appeal H H Judge Prentice 

ire Dankley & aur v Harrison Magistrate's case 
Met Pol Diet Back v Holmes Magistrate’s casa 
Lede an —_— Mover vy Plaskett Couaty Court Defendant's appeal H H 
ep. 

London Spa goe v Hughes Prohibition A; from Jadge at Chambers 

Sheffield Kershaw v Sheffield Sanitary Authority Magistrate’s case 

Leicesterrhire Haddon v Haddon Magistrate's case 

London Catler v North London Ry. Co Mayor's Court Plaintiff's appeal 

Same Baker vy Ward Mayor's Court Defeadant’s appeal 

Cent Crim Court, London Tse Queen v Angus & anr Nisi for certiorari for in- 
dictment at instane of Defendants 

Middlesex, Westminster A'kins»n & ore v Fletcher County Court Plaintiff's 
HHI udge ey 

Yorkshire, West Riding Addy v Blake Magistrate’s case 

Sussex Gardner v Mansbridge Magistrate’s oase 

Mid itlesex The Queen v Hubert Nisi for cartiorari for indictment a‘ ths instance 


of Defendant 

Met Pol Dist The Queen v H J Bushby, Esq, Met Pol Magistrate & Green Nibsi 
to hear appla for summons (Ex aaa | 

Surrey, Southwark Kellard v Rooke aut icine 

ourt Plat 


Hampshire, Winchester Crisfield vy Brown s appeal 
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Sapte Semi Hunt City Court Plaintiff's appeal Mr Commissioner Kerr, 


judge 
Middlesex, Clerkenwell Ichenhauser y Memory ‘Memory clmat County Court 
Plaintiff's appeal H H Judge Eddis ‘ j 
—— Wilson v Glossop County Uourt Plaintiff’sappeal H H 
J 
miadhers C emg Jarvis v Masters County Court Plaintiff’s appeal H H 
udge 
Durham Thorp v Royton Local Board Magistrate's case 
Carvarvonshire The Queen v J Richards, Eeq, & anr, JJ &o Nisi for certiorari 
for order (Ex pte Jones) 
pape tg ol e Qaeen v Woburn Highway Board Niei for mandamus to 
‘ leanse 
Middlesex The Queen v Devisees of the late Count de Salis Niei for cert’orari 
for inquisition (Ex pte L & N W Ry Co) 
Same, Shoreditch Stewart v Lowis Cauaty Court Defendant's appeal H H 


ar Prentice 
faites Dope v Pollitt Hundred Court Plaintiff's appeal W West, Eeq. QC, 


tase: —— Rudd v Liverpool Brewery Co County Court Plaintiff's 
a HHI Thompson 

Yor eee ayor, &c, of Leeds v Robshaw County Court Plaintiff's 
appeal ‘HH Judge Greenhow 

London Bacon v Gray, Dawes, & Co City Court Plaintiff's appeal 

Same Levering v London & St Katherine's Docks Co Cty Court Plaintiff's 


appeal 
Cx Tawa, : Gomaitond Hawkins v Shearer & Co County Court Plaintiff's appeal 
w 
Surrey, Soufnwerk, Doe v London & St Katherine’s Dock Co County Court 
Plaintiff's appeal 
Middlesex, Bren'ford Merriman v Borer County Court Defendant's appeal 
Opetion, Sie een we Legal Lyne Dukinfield L Board v Adamson & C> a 


csrdiganhi Aberpeteith Thomas v Pryse County Court Defendant's 


eppesl Judge Bishop 
Yor hire, oe Dudgeon v Ingham & anr County Court Defendants appeal 
Peterborough Popp’e v Hunt & anr strate’s case 
Middlesex, Marylebone Budd & aur v Hessack (Kilby clmnt) County Cvurt 
plaintiff's appeal 


London Lane v Tyler City Court Defendant's appsal O B C Harrison, Esq, 
Deputy Judge 
RevEnveE Paper. 
Cause for Hearing. 
Attorney-General vy Emerson & ors by English Information 
Attorney-General v Tees Conservancy Commissioners & Joseph Dodds 
For Argument. 
Attorney-General vy Newcomen & ors ex epticn to answer 
In the Matter of the Duty on the Estate and Effects of the Naw University Club 
shes ing cause against a writ of summons 
Cases as to Income Tax 
8t Pye bak 8 Hospital, Northampton, Applts and Sh ‘aremith (Surveyor of Taxes) 
t 


7 Chg 6 London Contract Corpn, Applits and R H P Styles (Surveyor of 

exer spt 

Werle & Co, ‘Applts and Colqrhoun (Surveyor of Taxes) Reept 

Stevens, Applt aud Bishop (Surveyor of Taxes) Respt 

—, Sepa ge of Taxes) Applt and The Harbour Moorings Commissioners of 
ing’s Lynn, 

Cook (Surveyor of Taxes) Appt and Knott, + eet 

— (Surveyor of Taxes) and The Blaina Iron ani Tin Plate Co liad 
eapts 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gaszette.—TuESDAY, Feb. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

GENERAL LOAN, Discount, LAND, AND MORTGAGE $e: Lr«rr Lrwi$ J., has, 
by an order, dated Nov 29, appointed Francis Joseph Saffery, 14, Old Jewry 
chbrs, to be official i uidator 

GITTENS, LICKFOLD, 0, LIMITED.—. has, by an order, dated Jan 13, 
appolnted John 2 Folland Covering, . on. in bem st. to be official liquidator. 
Creditors are required, on or before F Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, 
and the an of their debts and claims, to the “ere ve. Thursdey, March 
10, at 1, ¢ sppotnted for hearing and adjudicatin Nort the debts and ciaims 

RMANNW L000! ITED.—By an order — tok -» dated “4 22, it was 
ordered that BE cong Loog, Limited, be Goldberg & coe 
West st, Finsbury circus, solors for Seen 
otf vane Co.. Racine ew J., naw OF a8 an + ere nae eat Hantdatoe, Cr Groat, 

ohn, Henry Champness, 57 oorga’ 0! - 
tors are required. on or before March 5, Soak ne Feiday, Maroh 18,08 1, 1 
perdeuers: of their debts or claims to the above. eer tnd 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon their tr debeso claims 

Jones Lioyp, Liireo.—By on order made by North, doped Je: 27. it was 
orteel that Jones Lioyd, Limited, be wound up. Taylor Field ct, ct, 
Gray’s inn, solors for petners 


L AND Istz OF Maw Sreamsure Oo, Lmrrep.—Kay, by = 
order, dated Jan 17, appointed James Kinder Lawton, 23, Tsim Da 
Manc , to be official liquidator 


LonpoNn, WINDSOR, AND GREENWICH Horgrs Co, Liuirep.—By an fF benshnagey by 
Stirling, J., dated Jan 22, it was ordered that the voluntary winding 
pase ohn be continued, Saxton & Morgan, Somerset ‘ortman. 4 te 
or. petners 
POLYCHROMATIC et Aap Printine Co, Liuirep.—By an order made by 
tir! dated Jan 22, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Carter & Bell, Idol lane, golors for petner 
TyNEWYDD IRON AND TIN PLATE Co. LIMITED. —By an order bee be! Chitty, J., 
dated Jan 22, it was ordered that the voluntary up of the company be 
continued, Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand, solors for petner 
County PaLaTing OF LANCASTER. 


James Barker & Sons, Lrurrep.—Petn f or winding up ted Jan 29, 
directed to be heard before Bristowe, V0, at il on Tat , Feb 15, at the 
Ohancery Court, St George’s hall, Liverpool. Boote & Seiny Feb 1s, of she 
solors for petners 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 25. 


ATTENBOROUG ett Linosineineseite Dexter v Atten- 

me Febié. Falder v Falder, North, 

TaYror, Gotege », Kensington. Feb 16, Marshal ¢ 
. Miller & Vernon, 

Tuncay, Jou, Taraibiee, ‘oreester, Feb 18. Turley ¥ 





worth and Butcher v 
sow aa Bans Wit Prestwich, Lancaster. Feb 28. Howarth v Brierley, 
ee ae Raveuna ri. ft Westunvaster Feb28. Shepherd v Shepherd, 


London Gasette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 28. ' 
Dawn at tha Bae Babearte, Chey 9 Mlpboae,” Mase oe 


Withall & Oo, Gt Geongs st, 
London Gasette.— AY, re 1, 
MossMax, GEORGE ROBERT Solicitor. ‘Feb 26, Popplewell v 
Milthorp, Chitty, J. Rawson, Bradtor 
Notices TO CREDITORS capes Taper Bub. 
or 
ra an oy Sei gienearin WE spot fre ma ont Pub 

Tecolay aud Faday 2 t 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaette.—FRipaY, Jan. 21. 
Axuunrst, EDWARD, High Halden, Kent, Potter. Jan 22. Mace & Sons, Ten- 


Anvsn, Pur, Kinderton, Chester, Farmer. Feb 21. Stringer, Sandbach 
ATKINSON, WILLIAM, Morpeth, Northumberland, Gent, Mar 22. Forster & 


Bsaetg png Norwich, Marine Store Dealer. Mar 1, Brock, 

CaMPBELL, JAMES, F' ort Bezcomaber, New Mexion, Beg. Feb 20. Lethbridge « 
” Hor, Abtogtdon gt, Wessnintey Lincoln, Esq, Feb 14, Horn & Francis, Berkeley st, 

Curr, Rev Groner, Fawkham, Kent. Febi5. Murray & Co, Birchin lane 


DeEnDy, FRED’ Gorleston, Suffolk, Esq. March?2. Watson &Dendy, New- 
Do A on wtown, nr Sydney. Feb 21. Roopers & 


NNITHO Exviza Emrx, Ne 
Whateley, Lincoln's inn fields 
Gopwie nan Wootton Bassett, Wilts, March1. Kinneir & Tombs, Swindon 


Hazgris, CHARLES, Jewin st, Furrier, Feb28. Bentwitch, Finsbury pavement 
Huspaeers, Reopen, NaTHAN, Burbage, nr Buxton, Derby, Lieutenant Golonel. 
4. Brown y 
James, Rev Joun, Lydney on Severn, Gloucestershire. Feb 23. Pearce, Essex 
UL ALBERT, St Paul’s rd, Camden town, Manager. Feb 28. 


MENDELSSOHN, P. 
vement 
needa , York, Gent. March 6. _ Sykes & Son, Hud- 


Onzvan ATaaED, Welthametow, Menon, Liceneed Victualler. Febi. Gill, Lud- 
Quartax, Rowzxr, Ingleton, York, General Dealer. March 1. Pearson & Pear- 
Riomannbon, “Tiros a eaeeats Bledlow, Buckingham, Labourer, March 1. 
Bunnie, Os Captain Tuoxas, Cavendish pl, Feb 18. Hussey & Hulbert, New 
Savittn, Gnonee, * Sheffield, Gent. March 1. Wilson, Sheffield 
Sronz, Joun, Westbury on Trym, Bristol, March 25, Prall & Son, Rochester 

, ALEXANDER, Beckenham, Kent, Esq. March 7. Withall & Oo, Gt 

George st, Westminster 

Upron, ENOCH, Coleshill, Warwick, General Dealer. Feb$. Wal'is, Coleshill 
WALLIs, Mary, Kingston upon Hull. Jan2i. Pearson, Malton 
Warp, Epwarp, Wrangle, Lincoln, Farmer. April 1, Millington & Simpson 
WHITTON, CHARLES, Lincoln, Gent. March 19. Tweed & Co, Lincoln 
Witson, CHARLES MrtztEeR, Cambridge, Assistant. Feb 28. Ginn & Matthew, 


woobat, Some, Withington, Lancaster, Gent, Marchi. Innes, Stalybridge 








WARNING TO INTENDLS: 
or renting & a yon, have Sen 


‘nisster (is (Estab. iain numer 


pb eh hntggy f bmg yh dime ee st ctr er is. a 





BANKRUPTCY. NOTICES. 

London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 28: 
BAkay, STANLEY, Maindes, Mon, Gpocse. Newport, Mon.: Pet Jan 2. Ord 
oe a Cambridge rd, Hammersmith, Publican. High Court, Pet 


OGavendish rd, Clapham. High Qourt, Pet Nov 19, Ord Jan 2 





Court. 
Dany, Mota yibane lebone rd, Retreshment House ‘Keeper, High 



















aaa 





Epwarné, Henry, Crumlin, Mon, Innkeeper. Newport, Mon. Pet Jan2. Ord 
Beans, Many Aberystwith. Qeediqanshize, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Aberyst- 
vases ROE OF Ine Finisher. Bradford. Pet Jan24, Ord Jan 2% 
Water NEweEtt, Wibsey, near Bradford, Dyer. Bradford. Pet 

a ugiees Tommbard st, Disecter of Fielding Bros., Jewellers. High 

J. G.. Kentish, Town, 1 met Victualler. High Court. Pet Nov 8. 

Gannon, Jou, Huddersfield, General Dealer. Huddersfield. Pet Jan 26. Ord 
Gunner, Gono, Ryde, I.W., Baker. Newport and Ryde. Pet Jan 22. Ord 


RAHAM, goumem, Matec, Derby, Tailor. Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge. 
ies inias 


Se TURRALL, Na vag on the Hill, Warwick, Coal Salesman. 
‘arwick. Pet Jan 25. Ord 
Hart Sasoen, Prittlewell, Essex, _ + = Chelmsford. Pet Jan 25. Ord 


Hawt, Jase, Folkestone, Corn Merchants’ Agent. Canterbury. Pet Jan 21. 
Ord Jan 

Ha FREDERICK, Stamford, Lincoln, Tailor. Peterborough. Pet Jan %. 
an 

Hu, Cuanxzs, Cheltenham, Dyer. Cheltenham. Pet Jan 22. Ord Jan 22 
quseegae, Pawnee, King Kingswood Hill, Gloucester, Slaughterman. Bristol. Pet 


Jan 
cam J eet Bridge rd, Boot Manufacturer. High Court. Pet 
an 
sary House = ee st, Shadwell, Bottle Manufacturer. High Court. Pet 
an Ord J 
Kuso Alauar Tous, Bristol, Baker. Bristol. Pet Jan%. Ord Jan 26 


Lanapon, CHARLES, Truro, Carpenter. Truro. Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26 


Tame, Woyux James, Burnley, Lancashire, Beamer. Burnley. Pet Jan 25. 
Locxye, Faancis GrorGE, Bournemouth, Plumber. Poole. Pet Jan 24. Ord 
an 


MrrcHELL, WILLIAM, jun, Birkdale, Gent. Liverpool. Pet Jan 24. Ord Jan 24 


Pass, Gaoace, is iy, Ken Kenilworth, Warwickshire, Hay Merchant. Warwick. Pet 
PEEL, JoHN HENRY, rg Grocer. Nottingham. Pet Jan 25. Ord Jan 25 


maner, , FRANCOIS, High Holborn, Hairdresser. High Court. Pet Jan 2%. 
Rope, Guowon, Kast Grinstead, Grocer. Tunbridge Wells. Pet Jan 25. Ord 
ane een RIcHARD, Swansea, Butcher. Swansea. Pet Jan 25. Ord 
Rowen, AD ‘Ase, Llandudno, Carnarvonshire, Builder. Bangor. Pet Jan 2%. 


SERINE, CmAnuns, Bagshot, Builder Kingston, Surrey. Pet Jan 24. Ord Jan 2% 
oy Melton Mowbray, Bootmaker. Leicester. Pet Jan22. Ord 


Surrs, Tuomas, Bristol, Chemist, Bristol. Pet Jan 24. Ord Jan 26 
TaYIor, ae, Batley, Yorks, Smallware Dealer. Dewsbury. Pet Jan 25. 


Ord Jan 
Waeen, Eaecaun, Bichopoten, Gloucestershire, Watchmaker. Bristol. Pet 
Jan %4. Ord Jan 


WILLiAMs, THomas, Deed, no occupation. Liverpool. Pet Jan 25. Ord Jan 25 


W on Wysean, Lianelidan, Denbighshire, Farmer. Wrexham. Pet Jan 
wae, a oes yo on Tyne, Fruit Merchant. Newcastle on Tyne. 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Acar, W: Newcastle under L, » Grocer. Feb 4 at 3. North Stafford 
AD otal, Btnke ts yme e a 0 ‘0 
ANDEEWS, ROBERT, Mansfeld, Nottingham, Smallware Dealer. Feb 5ati2. Off 

Ree, i, High i? ae ent, Nottin 
aa effield, Accountant. Feb 7 at 12. Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
om ~ Yo Lae od ten, Cheshire, Draper. Feb 14 at 12.30. Town- 
a Newport hon Maindee, Mon, Grocer. Feb7 at 12. Off Reo, 12, Tredegar pl, 
i Weissthecter, A. area Feb 10 at 12.30. Off Rec, O 
“a sie st, Manch — 
dderminster, Letter Carrier. Feb 16 at 2.15. Miller Corbet, 
eR Coteus Paternoster sq, Paternoster , Publish Feb4 
at 11. ha gb ne » m3 7 i . 
PHER, gate, nr Rotherham, Beerhouse Keepe: 7 at 11. 
Off Figtree lane, Saeed ‘ praesent 
~~ eS Crumlin, Mon, Innkeeper. Feb 7 at 12.30. Off Rec, 12, 
pl, pL Newyort, iM ort, Mon 
Epwakpson, HENRY i, Accountant. Feb 8 at 3. Off Rec, 36, Victoria 
Forp, . Brush Manufactu: Feb 10 at 12. Off Rec, O 
Sc Fay aay My sae ng “ ad 
16 
be pl 5 ford Dairyman. Fe at 11.30. Court 
GREEN, Mim 5 JonN, Bicycle Manufacturer. Feb5ati1. Off 
Lancashire, out of business. Feb 4atii. 16, Wood 


a Base oan 
Qnoven Hanaat, Weddle Locotie 
Hannay, ANDREW WEnBsTER, Moss Side, Manchester, Brewers’ Traveller. Feb 
combe pl, Salford 
Lincolnshi 


16 at 12. Court house 


OK, Stamford, re, Tailor. Feb 15 at 12. County 
wns, Gane CHARLES, Cheltenham, Dyer. Feb5at 4.30. County Court, Cheltenham 
HopGKINS, desley Corbett, Worcestershire, Farmer. Feb 16 


Hatt, Chad: 
How. A. G. ng me solicitor, K: nster Fe 
Ashton under Lyne, t Maker, b 

e oman, eine er aa er, Feb 14 at 12. Townhall, 
Tuomas WILLI Sarn Carnarv 
mye arate ate meeyen, onshire, Surgeon. Feb 
Joseru, Chester, Grocer. Feb 9 at 2. Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Wruus, Kenn, Devon, Organist. Feb 5 at 11. Castle of Exeter, at 


Laws. Harpy 
me 4 Tale. Jenene, Photographer. Feb 10 at 11.80. 
GzorGz, Bournemouth, Plumber. Feb 7 at 12.15. Oriterion 


Ds caine seb teaniet Chief Off Rec, - 
LyyaM, 
12. Off Reo, 1. High pavement 
MILLER, FREDERICK, Hill, Worcestershire, Baker. Feb 10 at 10.30. Of 
Moors. A. M G., Gower st. Feb 4 at 2.30. 
+. inn fel Esq. Fe a’ Bankruptcy bidgs, Portuga} 
onger. Feb 4 at 11, Bankru tey 


Cm giume Have st, Hackney, Fishm: 
Formal, 1 st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ist Coventry Hay Merchant. Feb 7 at 11.15. 
Off Rec, 6, Rut- 


ae (Grane, jp, Seat 
Swansea, Butcher. Feb 7 at 11. 


| en i 
vip Henry, A Fay a py Feb 4 at 11. 
On Reo ti, Guay ot Garmartines . ae 
— So Melton Mowbray, Boot Maker. Feb 4 at 12.30. 28, Friar 


SMITH, THOMAS, Bristol, Chemist. Feb 7 at 12.45. Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
Snook, Joz, Urchfont, Wilts, out of business. Feb4ati1. Bear Hotel, Devizes 
SPrirsBuRY, WILLIAM FRANCIS, Birmingham, Baker. Febs at il. Off Rec, Bir- 


STANSFIELD, THOMAS, Rochdale, Farmer. Feb 5 co 11.80. Townhall, Rochdale 


THORN, JOSEPH PRID) goon, Sodas row. Cennen ot, 2 Resturant ih Pecentenen. Feb 4 


at 12. B+ 
Staff Tapa pee Yat 10.80, Court house, 
WIDMANY, ne ane arena Feb 7 at 1. Off Reo, Bank chbrs, 
W: Isaac, Eirw Shop, nr Porth, Grocer. Feb4at3. Off Rec, Merthyr 
W THO: Liv no occupation. Feb 8 at 2.30. Off Vic- 
wtoria se Livers erpool, ipa’ 'e Rec, 35, 


Wasen, © tiny 245. Off Heo, Coun 4 t 7 ag Re Timber Merchant. Feb 
a 
Woop, Jou, H A RT. ak. ‘eb 4 at 2. O Hoberteon st, Hastings 


bess <5 ~: Wi1t1am_ Sbambles Barnsley, Plumber. Feb 8 at 11.30. Off 
warogt, A an, Se eweastle on Tyne, Fruit Merchant.. Feb 9 at 11. Off 
YEXLEY oO ete Wee ae Hotel Keeper. Feb 4 at 2.30, 
orse e e 

‘Carey st, Lincoln's inn " 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Wr, Newcastle upier jyme, Grocer. Hanley, Burslem, and Tun- 
AGAR, MIL Pot Jan *s, Ord Jam - 


ARMSTEAD, JOHN, Sheffield, somata. Sheffield. Pet Dec 13. Ord Jan 24 
Barta. Faw AUT, Cheddleton, Stafford, Stonemason. Macclesfield. Pet Jan 18. 


Banvgaca. J 8, Greenheys, Manchester, Salesman. Manchester. Pet Jan 6. 
Broox. Harry Doveras, Sandown, I W., Plumber. Newport and Ryde. Pet 


Jan 16. Ord Jan 21 
Brown. James Henry. Junction rd, Upper Holloway, Builder. High Court. 
Pet Jan 19. Ord Jao 


CHoatT, sa ee next Gravesend, Licensed Victualler. Rochester. Pet 
au 26 


Jan 21. 
Cooper, RoseErt, Nottingham, Grocer. Nottingham. Pet Dec 30. Ord Jan%& 
¥ JAMEs, jth st, Poplar, Licensed Victualler. High Court. 


DARTNELL, HENR' 
Pet Dec 31. aan te 
Eab feet Ze nr ethatien. Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper. 
on, or a Newport, Mon. Pet Jan26. Ord 


eld. Pet Jan 17. 
‘an 26 
FEATHER, JAMES, Bradford, Yarn Finisher. Bradford. Pet Jan 24. Ord Jan 25 


Bewsges, Henry, Crumlin, M 
Fanaa, Yass x NEWELL, Wibsey, nr Bradford, Dyer. Bradford. Pet 
an 24 
Hakt, James, Folkestone, Coal Merchant. Canterbury. PetJan24. OrdJan 2% 
Havege, Fesnensnr, Stamford, Lincolnshire, Tailor. [Peterborough. Pet Jan 24, 
an 

Hr, CHAaRxss, Cheltenham, Dyer. Cheltenham. Pet Jan 22, Ord Jan 2% 

Huse, 3 posse CoLEMaN, Wareham, Dorset, Solicitor. Poole. Pet Nov 


¥ an 
Kaun, Sore, Westminster Bridge rd, Bootmaker. High Court. Pet Jan 21. 


an 24 
Kerru, THomas, Shadwell, Bottle Maker. High Court. Pet Jan 25. Ord Jan 25 
LANGDON, CHARLES, Truro, Carpenter. Truro. Pet Jan 25. Ord Jan 2% 
LANGLEY, THoMas, Dover, Baker. Canterbury. Pet Dec 31. Ord Jan 26 
Marks, pe Asamay Yai yam, Wilson st, Finsbury, Manufacturer. High Court. Pet 
PETTIT, ALFRED, Pecical st, Clerkenwell, Cowkeeper. High Court. Pet Jan 17. 


Ord Jan 2% 
Posssa Passemicnt, Leicester, Iron Moulder. Leicester. Pet Jan 5, Ord Jan 2% 


PuRVIS, ms, Gpogezama RacHEL, Gomshall, Surrey, Widow, Portsmouth. Pet Jan 


Ord Jan % 
Ruopes, THomas Isaac Epwarp, Dancer rd, Fulham rd, Journalist. High Court. 
Pet Jané6. Ord Jan 2% 
RIEEy. VALENTIN®, RICHARD, Swansea, Butcher. Swanses. Pet Jan 25. Ord 
an 
Smiru, THomas, Bristol, Chemist. Bristol. Pet Jan #4. OrdJan % 
Wrpmann, Hermann, Bristol, Watch Maker. Bristol. Pet Jan &, Ord Jan 2% 
Wrragaam, 120, Porth, Giamernenshive, Grocer, Pontypridd, Pet Jan7. Ord 


Jan 
Winnie, “Pumas, Liverpool, no occupation. Liverpool. Pet Jan 2. Ord 


Wutson, James Royiance, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Timber Merchant. 
Pet Jan 22. Ord Jan ™ 
Wricut, ARCHIBALD, Newcastle on Tyne, Fruit Merchant. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26 


RECEIVING ORDERS RESCINDED AND ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Scag LE, Witt1amM RAMsAY, Colonel. Grecanten, Rec 
Ord Sept 10. Adjud 





FREEMAN, WILLIAM RICHARD. North Kensington, Ooach Builde 
High Court. Rec Ord Nov it. Adjud Dec 3, 1885. Rese and Annul Jan 








s inn : 
and vend Jom Kypp, Nottingham, Builders. Febéat 


, Francois, High Holborn, Hairdresser. High Court. Pet Jan 2, — 
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ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
RoMMEY, JouN ORD. Gatien. nr Ulverston, Gent. Ulverston and Barrow in 
Fu‘ners. Adjud Oct 12. per Jan % 
tte. TUESDAY, Feb. 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BEARD, GrorcE Henry, New Swindon, Builder. Swindon. Pet Jang. Ord 


an 27 

poosmay, Water, Gillingham, Kent, Builder, Rochester. Pet Jan15. Ord 
an 27 

Cuvage, Sance, Methley, Yorks, Innkeeper. Wakefield. Pet Jan 27. Ord 
an 

Conssoes, Gacaes Henry, Hathern, Leicester, Gt. Leicester. Pet Jan 15. 


Cowzzs, yous, jun, : yo nr Wolverhampton, Miller. Wolverhampton. 
Cox, aa Grove hill, Dulwich, Lieutenant. High Court. 
CuRTIS, ey ly ‘Ly Hall, Yorks, Brick Manufacturer. Kingston upon Hull. 
prxox, Davin, South st, , rs Printer. Greenwich. Pet Jan 26. Ord 


an 

EDWARDS, Sm aad Tuomas, Devonport, Builder, East Stonehouse. Pet Jan 29. 
Ord Jan 

GODSALL, oo Macclesfield, Stationer. Macclesfield. Pet Jan 29. Ord 


Jan 

Goor wage, te P, Wavertree, Lancashire, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Dec 

1 Jan 

Hamer, IsaBetLa, SaMUEL Hamer, and WILLIAM pam, Bolton, Lancashire, 
Fruit Merchants. Bolton. Pet Jan 28, Ord Jan 

I{anp, Jonw, Oldham, out of business. Bolton. Pet Jan 29, Ord Jan 29 


Hamp, Oma Cuartes Nosert, Liverpool, Printer. Liverpool. Pet Jan 2. Ord 


HARRIES, Eusnen, Nevland, Builder. Pembroke Dock, Pet Jan2. Ord Jan29 


Harris, JAMEs, Foxmore st, Cambridge rd, Battersea, Builder. Wandsworth. 
Pet Jan 8. Ord Jan 27 
HEATH, rome. Twyning, Gloucester, Beerhouse Keeper. Worcester, Pet Jan 


. an 
Bexyy, * GerorcE, St Leonards, Furniture Dealer. Hastings. Pet Jan 27. 


Ord 27 

Brony, Joer ao San Cheshire, Manufacturer of Sheetings. Manchester. 
an 27. 

JENKINS, ee aaeeam, Port Talbot, Glamorgan, Builder. Neath. Pet Jan27. Ord 


Jouns,. Jas Bi RzeEs, Tonypandy, Glamorgan, Builder. Pontypridd. Pet Jan 26. 

KrroutnG, JouN, Fountain ct Aldermanbury, Mantle Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet Jan 29. Ord Jan 29 

Knicut, JosHvA, Birmingham, Frufterer. Birmingham. Pet Jan 15. Ord Jan 28 


Lewis, Exisan James, Sneyd pk. Gloucester, Livery Stables Proprietor. 
Bristol. Pet Jan 25, Urd Jan 2% 

andes Rozsert, Nottingham, Bison. Nottingham. Pet Jan 28. Ord 

LuyyN, TAMES and WILLIAM Sous, Lunn, Thorner, nr Loeds, Wheelwrights, 
York. PetJan2. Ord J 

METCALFE, WILLIAM AUSTIN, Plowden bldgs, Temple, Barrister at Law. High 
Court. Pet Dec 31. Ord Jan 38 

Maneeee. fay Nai berth, Pembroke, Grocer. Pembroke Dock. Pet Jan 27. 

an 

Oprrz. G, St Mary Axe, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet Jan 5. Ord 
an 

PouLsge, I Issac, Tong st, nr Bradford, Mason. Bradford. Pet Jan 28. Ord 

Poms, h Rosser, Feping, | Durham, Merchant Tailor. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 


Purrguanb, ee and Lypia PrrrcwarD, Abergavenny, Mon, Grocers. 
Pet Jan 2%. Ord Jan 28 
outa] ALpEaT HEnnry, Cardiff, Outfitter. Cardiff. Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26 


Suvney, osm, Lutterworth, Leicester, Clerk in Holy Orders. Leicester. 


Ord Jan 25 
SHEPHERD, WILLIAM. Colchester, Baker. Colchester. Pet Jan 29. Ord Jan 29 
Srrers, JoHN, Worcester, Fruit Dealer. Worcester. Pet Jan29. Ord Jan 29 


Srarmtom, MarreEw, South Shields, Ironfuunder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Jan 
28. 


SrEvENs, PL ae Awan, Southsea, no occupation, Croydon. Pet Jan 11. 


WHITE, Lag Sy ABBLITT, RoperT THOMPSON WHITE, ay JosEPH AUGUSTUS 
WHITE, rd, Tot tenham, Grocers. Edmon Pet Jan ¥9. Ord 


Jan 
WHITE, heceras stool Marston, Bedford, Farmer, Bedford. Pet Jan 27. Ord 


‘an 28 
Wip, Joux, Manchester, Estate Broker. Manchester. Pet Jan 28, Ord Jan 28 
Woop, Joun Mueat, Clifton, nr Brighouse, Yorks, Wire Manufacturer. 
Halifax. PetJan29. Ord Jan 
‘Worsg. H , Dare, St James’s Ulub, Piccadilly, Gent. High Court. Pet 


Zouxt, iy Te Southport, Stationer. Liverpool. Pet Jan17. Ord Jan 27 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 
pos, © Hexsert, Brighton, p Gent. High Court. Ord Jan28. Adjud March 21, 


Resc and Annul 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Saremay, pe core ae Se Torquay, Gent. Feb 9 at 11. Bank- 


Brats, Some Gantt ge rd, Hammersmith, Publican. Feb § at 2.90, 33, 
Carey st, in’s 
BEARD, Gacocs Hise Henry, at. Row Swindon, Builder. Feb 8 at 11.80. Off Rec, 32, 
st, 
Booman. WALTER, Sean Stinger, Kent, Builder, Feb 10 at 11.90. Off Rec, High 


t, Rochester 
Bowx, —_ HENRY, 4 paotion rd, Upper Holloway, Builder. Feb 8 at 12. 33, 
Co_morE, GECGRGE Husny, ‘Hathern, Leicestershire, Gent. Feb 9 at 12.30, 28, 


rT lane, 
xm oa West f romwich, Staffs, ont of business. Feb 14 at 1080. Court 
ause, 
Evans, Mary, Aberystwith, Tobacconist, Feb 15 at 2. Townhall, Aberystwith 
FEATHER, JAMES, Ke ey, Yorks, Yarn Finicher, Feb 8 of 3 
pa Raarg ae oi . x8 7 7> einen 
Fimagoum, WALTER NEWELL, Woes, nr Bradford, Dyer. Febsat 1!. Off 
» Manor row, Bradford 
Gaxxon, ican. Huddersfield. i nceal Dealer. Feb 9 at 11. Haigh & Sons, 


solors, New st, Hudder> 
Garratt GeorcE, Ryde, I W, Baker. Feb 11 at 12,30, Chamber of Commerce, 


145, Cheapride 


a a enn re enema 
Gocsgnsz0w, Rowant P, Wavertree, Lancs, Grocer, Feb 10 at 38. Off Reo, 3, 


GraHwaM, JOSEPH. Derbyshire, Tailor. Feb 14 at 12.45, Townhall, 
Ste aaa 

—_ re ek aeermemaeemmornes) 
ants. Febilatt2. 16, st, 
Joun, Farnworth, Lancs, out of Feb 12 at 11, 16, Wood st, 

Hanragis, Tuomas Henry, U; or Folkestone, Blacksmith. Feb 11 at 10. 382, 
St Georve’s st, Can 

Hakt, RGE, Prittlewell, Innkeeper. Feb 8 at 10.30. Public Hall, 


Hane, Jaume. Folkestone, Coal Merchant. Feb 10 at 8.30, 73, Sandgate rd, 
Heatn. Jonny, Tw: G Beerhouse Feb 12 at 10.30, 
a we yning, Gloucestershire, Keeper. 


Hioxs. J of Feb 9 at 11,30. 
ome, pone Baas, Sale. Sheetings. 


eg en 
Hvueuss, WALTER Beant, HEyRy €/ fost. Mon, 
fitters. Feb 9 ome Bas en am, 
Huntiey, W aenala i, Wooten cone sane. 9 ek 12.15, 
George Seen ita Gas baer pe 
Jacons, JOHN Haney, 


. Feb 8 at 2.3). 

J stg Wares cate Feb 8 at 12. 

WIILLiaM, Glamorganshire, Builder. b 9 at 11.80, 
JENKINS, Hotel Neath bot, Fe 


Jones, WILLIAM JULIAN, Florence rd, Stroud Green, Confectioner, Feb 8 at 1. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Lanepoy, CHARLES, Truro, Carpenter. Feb 9 nt 12. Off Reo, Boscawen st» 

Lawn, Bs tp. Off Rao, Bank Siomeeteneen, Chveiy Bites Pasquier 

mae ST yy Feb i0at 3. Exchange 
Figen, Nichole ay 

eerie oat By ILLIAM Henry Lusy, Thorner, nr Leeds, Wheelwrights. 

Marks, A BRAHAM Mark, ilson st, Finsbury, Manufacturer. Feb 10 at1i. 33, 


y ot, Lineoin’s inn 
Lang weber , Bemmante. Shani. Feb 9at230. Bankruptcy 
rene Nottingham, Grocer. Feb8t12. Off Reo, 1, 

Pumitry, Wittant Farmer. Feb 11 at 11.30. Off Rec, 
Potzakb, Isaac, Tong st, nt Bradford, Mason. Feb 9atii. Off Reo, 3!, Manor 
Porms, onenr, Fell Faliog, lag, Dartam, Mandan Zeller, Feb 11 at 10.30. Off Rec, 
RANSCHAERT | Fx et Fuasoots, High olborn, Hairdresser. Fob 9 at 2.9. 33, Carey st, 
Bowles base, Cardiff, Grocer. Feb 22 at 3. Off Ree, 3, Crockherbtown, 
SEDDON, RoBERT. s Lelooster , Clerk in Tloly Orders. Feb 8 at 12.30. 


lane, 
SHEFFIELD, JOHN, ae a Seow Besntenene. Feb 10 at 
srimng don, Upper Bors "3 chee, Bria gtk, Manchester Feb 12 at 11. Off Rec, 


cester 
Searesen, Fseaes, Sees Slee, Renae Feb itatii. Off Rec, Pink 
STANSFIRLD, ABRAHAM, Todmorden, Yorks, Farmer, Feb 9at1. Queen's Hotel, 


Faves, ELLEN, Batley, Yorks, Smallware Dealer. Feb8at10. Off Rec, Bank 
Taan, SRE one, Pare peak es Sa nee ne Feb 9 at 12. 33, 
ncoln’ 
Toy, ARTHUR POAC TE Feb 9 at 11. Off Rec, Bir- 
UNDER LD, Eastcheap —— ane ay A Mining Agen‘. 
Feb 1 10% Py 0. Ba Portugal ot, 
Wavuer, WIL1aM, * wn raptor bidge, Po Pat 12. oun fee, 8, Haven st, 


WEstROP. Gy aa, Grocer. Feb 9 at 11.80. Off Reo, Figtree lane, 


mrresina®, Twosse Goren, Stes Sette on Tees, Soda Water Manufacturer. 
Feb 1 at 11. Of Res, 6. p 


W: 
Worres GILBERT ee anh 
ss Guilford et, Grocers. Feb 10's 10 at Ii, Banbraptey Portugal st, Liu- 
coln's 
Woem, coms Siuneat, Brighouse, Wire Manu‘acturer. Febii at ii. Off Rec, 
The following amended notice is eubstituted for that published in the 


London Gazette of Jan 2!. 
out of business. Jan 31 at 1%. Of 


Awnaoop, JoHnsoy, 
Jané6,. Ord Jan 2 


» Boones, Wasemn, Rainham, Kent, Builder. Rochester. Pet Jan 15. Ord Jan 
Cuurcn, Aaron, Methley, Yorks, Innkeeper. Wakefield. Pet Jan 27. Ord Jan 27 


Cuar.zes Lewrs HamMitton, Grove Dulwich, Lieutenant. High Ceur*. 
Pet Jan 9%. Ord Jan 77 m, 


ea M22 a nr Wolverhampton, Miller. Wolverhampton. 
ote van a ‘Marylebone rd, Refreshment House Keeper. High Court. 


CUMEE, Middle Selop, Farmer. Shrewsbury. Pet Jans. Ord Jan 2% 
Brame, Many, Aberyewith, Cordignnhic, Bobeooee. Aberystwith. Pet Jan 
Funee. Jou = Goouran, Whagt wf, City 8, Dyer. High Court. Pet Jan 2, 
Gaxxox, Jou, Huddersfield, General Dealer. Huddersfield. Pet Jan 23. Ord 
oestitige. Pek Jans, Ord dant Ashton under Lyne and Staly- 
GREEN, DD my aaa ottingham, Bicycle Maker. Nottingham. Pet Jan 21. 
Matas Be Te cn latan bias Derby. PetJan 17. Ord Jan 268 





Haute, Jeane, Baume ede elves ecoune, poacher Pot Su 
Hors, Jom Sins, Manchester of Sheetings, Manchester. Pet Jan 
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Houwrzzy. Wir11am Carry, Weston super Mare, General Dealer. Bridgwater. 
Pet Jan 22. Ord Jan 28 
ae Jams Rees, Tonypandy, Glam, Builder. Pontypridd. Pet Jan 26, Ord 
an 26 
Kwient, Josnva, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Birmingham. Pet Jan 15. Ord Jan 28 
Louw, W111M James, Burnley, Beamer. Burnley. Pet Jan 25. Ord Jan 27 
Lirrizwoop, GEorGE ORLANDO, Gravesend, Draper. Rochester. Pet Jan 13. 


an 3% 
LIVESEY, RospeERt, Nottingham, Engineer. Nottingham. Pet Jan28. Ord Jan 28 
LocxYER, Francis GeorGr, Bournemouth, Plumber. Poole. Pet Jan 2%. Ord 


Jan 27 
Luwyy, James, and Wit11amM Henry Lunn, Thorner, nr Leeds, Wheelwrights, 
York. Pet Jan 27. Ord Jan 27 


oRnkis, THOMAS, Walcote, Leicestershire, Farmer. Leicester. Pet Jan 8. Ord | 
jun, Kenilworth, Warwickshire, Hay Merchant. Warwick. | 


2%. Ord Jan 27 


an 27 
io * be mp4 
an 
Wit11AM, Tetsworth, Oxfordshire, Farmer. 


Aylesbury. Pet Jan 13, 
Ord Jan 29 
oe ~ GxonrGz, East Grinstead, Grocer. Tunbridge Wells. Pet Jan 25. Ord 
an 
Rnover, ALBERT HENRY, Cardif, Outfitter. Cardiff. Pet Jan26. Ord Jan 26 


Wrcox, Aursep, Birmingham, Jeweller, Birmingham. Pet Dec 9, Or 
Wricox, Henry, Plymouth, Acrated Water Manufacturer. East Stonchousg 
Pet Jan 12. Ord Jan 28 
Woon, Ji oa) “Ty , Brighouse, Yorks, Wire Manufacturer, Halifax. Pet 
29. an 
YEXLEY, FREDERICK, White Horee st, Stepney, Hotel Keeper. High Court, 
Dee 22. Ord Jan 27 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Rooms, CxartzEs, Ashton under Lyne, Grocer. Preston. Adjud July 3, 
an 25 





The Subscription to the Souscrrors’ Jounnan t¢—Tvwn, 269. 61, § 
Countrr, 288. 6d. ; with the Wexty Rerorrar, 53s. Payment in ads 
vance includ:s Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
their Volumcs bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6a 





SwiTH, Brrcu, Halifax, Cabinet Maker. Halifax. Pet Jan 14. Ord Jan 28 


Spiers, JouN, Worcester, Fruit Dealer. Worcester. 
Lace ~~ a Noe Charles st, Hatton gdn, Butcher. 


an 29 
Wavau, Wit1iiAM, Gt Grimsby, Hatter. Gt Grimsby. 
Wang, hem YoOxEeN, Marston, Beds, Farmer; Bedford. Pet Jan 27. Ord 
an 


Wu 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Qnalit; 
with the excess of fat extracted, 

The Faculty pronounce it “‘ the most nutritious, per 


ectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, 0 | 


Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suite 
ali pastes keeps for years in all climates, and is fum 
times the strepgih of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and rN REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Mixtures, 

Made instantareo.sly wit: . .ling water, a teaspoonfu 
tw a Breakias. ‘Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatina a La Vanitz is the most delicate, digestilyic 
cbeapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken wher 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 


fu tins at ls. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


: ; Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Pro prietor, 
1, Scuwazitzae & Co., 10, Adam-st,, Strand, London, W.U 


POrTsNHAM LUCAL BOARD ot 
HEALTH. 
APPOINTMENT OF SOLICITOR. 


The Board is prepared to receive and consider ap- 
plications for tue post of * Solicitur to the Bourd.’ 

Paiticulars of tue duties will be sent to applicants 
(Solicitoi’s) on a written application to me at tlic 
sseara’s Uilices, Coombes Croft House, High-road, 
‘Lutenham. 

Applicativns ¢ncor:ed “ Solicitor’? must be re- 
ceive at the Boars’s Uttices at or befure neon on the 
zénd Febiuary, ite7. 


By order, 
EDWAKD CRUWNE, 
Clerk to the Board. 
Tcttenham, frl February, 1887. 


| AW.—Uvunty Cvurts.—Advertiser (27, 
having crix yeors’ experience (thorough) in vttive 
suing 2,000 ples, utsires similar appoinument vox 
other pesition o1'Liust; tuwu and counsry references ; 
eecunty if i:equireu.—SELWYN, 4, Moutpelier-row, 
Brompton, d.W. 


AW.—Advertiser (33) Desiies Ke-engaze- 

ment as Conveyauciug or General Manazing 
Cierk lu av Uitice uot iar from London; unarticied ; 
excelent refereuces.—Audress, si. UD. £1., 94, Parrock- 
strect, Uravesena. 
‘T AW.—Wanted, by a Solicitor (29, ad- 

mitted 165), Munaging Clerkship; the ad 
vertiser has ny vijectivou ty Advocacy, aud is har 
woking and evergetic ; exvelient references ; sho.t- 
hand ; salary nvserate.—apply, K. LINTON, Lastrow, 
Whitwy. 
JT AW.—Great Saving.—Abstras:s Copied 21 

Sixpence per sheet; Draits, Uusts, and Bricts 
Use Peppy per iviio; Dees engrossed ‘Lhre tus 
pence Tuilv bet.— KERR & LANHAM, 8, ( bicheste. - 
rents, by $4, Cbancery-iane, W.U. 

ANTED, ia a Country Uffice, an ¢x 

perienced Conveyancing Managing Uierk. 

Apply, in wiiting, etati.g age, capabilities, and 
Téereleuces, to . 1. C., ut the Uftice . f this Paper, 


2 Ei, Expeditions Wat 

—App! letter, stating » quali- 

Seatioos, and ate mane to G&G ores Bt. 
's-lane, Charing-crvss. 


Pet Jan 29. 


TEHEAD, THOMAS SUNTER, Stockton on Tees. Soda Water Manufacturer. | 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. Pet Jani7. Ord Jan 21 


Ord Jan 29 
High Court, Pet Jan 21. 


Pet Jan 17, Ord Jan 28 


CURRENT TOPIOS .---0s-000- 


“A WARNING TO MORTGAGEES ’’. 
COVENANTS RUNNING WITH rae N he. eeseeoses 


ND .. eee 
CORRESPONDENCE _-- 


CONTENTS. 


evcercses er eeeceeeseee 


AL -cccee sess 


eesee *feeee 


ibe iE hedl 230 
Bris IN PARLIAMENT AFFECTING | 
THE PROFESSION ......+s+ee0++e+e- 231 | BANKRUPTCY NOTICES ...... cesses 








EDE AND SON, 
ROBE igbit : MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. * 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. _ 
AW JOURNAL REPORTS, 1843 to 1866, 
unbound; to be Sold very cheap ; also sundry 
vid Reports.—Apply to Mr. NICHOLSON, 11, Harring- 
tun-street, Liverpool. 
oa ESTABLISHED 1872. 
ypssti CTUTLON for BUYS of the UPPER 
CLASSES only in any Misfoitune or Distress.— 
itwo Guineas on admissivn and Five Guiveas per 
quarter jor education, maintenance, and clothiug. 
Apply to the CHAPLALS, St. Michael’s, Wovudside 
Croydon, Latin, French, Mathematics. 


Peers OFFICES (SLATER’S).— 
The only acknowledged Establishment in the 
Lity of London. Apply, write, wire, or telephone. 
Terms moderate. Consultations free. Telephone 
No. %0.—HENRY SLATER, Manager, 27, ing - 
street, City. 


FyVUCATION.<To Solicitors and othe: 

Professional Men and Gentlemen of Limited In- 
c.me.—A few boys, sons of the above, are aumitted 
into a well-known School of hgh tone on greatly 
reduced fees.- For particulars address, iu strict 
conddence, “Mv,” care uf Messrs. Kelfe Bros, 6, 
( harterhouse- buildings, Aldersgate, City, E.U. 








1 you want Money withuut revs—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
U. CLIBUBN, personally if possibie, 43, Great ‘Tuwer- 


street. 


JTATEMPERKAN CB.—Ladies suffering from 





UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) 
1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. ; 
500 Leaf Book, 3s. 6d. 
English made, 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT. 


WODDERSPOON & CO,, 
7, SERLE STREET, anp 1, PORTUGAL STRE 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.©C. 


[HE MORTGAGE INSUZANUE OURe 


PORATION, LIMITED. 
AMOUNT OF CAPITAL SUBSCRIBED, £696, 
Offices cf the Corporation— 
Winchester House, Old Broad-s it, F.C. 
Rt. Hon. E. PLEYDELL BOUVERIE, i -a 
Sir SyDNEY H, WaTERLOW, Bart., Deputy-Chairm 
Policies are now Seing issued by this Corporatid 
insuring Mortgages of Freehold and Lesaseha 
Property, holders of Mortgage Debentures 
Debenture Stock, against loss of principai and 


terest. 

These Policies will be of especial advanta 
Trustees who may be held responsible for le 
consequent upon their Investments. 

Mortgagors ins with the Corporation 
also be enabled to obtain Advances at the lo 
possible rate of interest. ’ 

The Corporation also grants Policies to Le 
holders insuring the return of the Amount inves! 
at the expiration: of their leases or at any fix 


eri le 
. For iculars and conditions of Insurance ap 


to the Secretary. By order, ; 
JAS. C. PRINSEP, Secretary. 
January 6, 1887. q 


‘(}HE NEW ZEALAND LaND MORE 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 


Capital £2,000, fully subscribed. a 
£200,000 paid nh care Fund, £12,000. "| 
Com 's loans first-class f, 


are limited to . 
.. The Debenture issue is limited ¢ 











the effects of Intemperance or from the use of b 


Drugs are provided fur with security and every cum- 
1urt. kLirst Depaatment for ladies ; 


Second Depart- 
ment fur the thiends of tradesmen.—Apply tv the | 


SECRETARY, St. Raphael’s, Woodside, Croydon. 


VUUKS BUUGHT,.—To Executors, Solici- 
tors, &c.—-HENRY SOTHERAN CO., 36, 
Piccadilly, and 136, Strand, Ye TET peered 
are prepared to PURCHASE 3 or smalier 
collections of Kooks, in town or country, and to give 
the utmost value in cash. Experienced valuers sent. 
Removals withuut trouble or expense to venuurs 
Kstablisheu 1816. 
fT'y PABKENTS aud GUAKDIANS.—A 
Manied Lady of experience, assisted by “her 
vaughter and a hKesident Guverness, is desiryus of 
receiving two or three little girls, Wards in Chancery 
or others, a8 VUompanion Pupils tu her own child, 
aged seven years. House commodiousand close to 
sea. Terms moderate aud inclusive. — Address, 
A. B. U., care _of “ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 





Chancery-lane, London. 


of Colonial 

The Hon. Sir FrepK. WHITAKER, 

late Premier of New ; 
(ees cont. f ree peaen 
a ‘or ears 

44 per cent. for five yelte ta upwards. Interest 


yearly by Cow a +a 
Cendentt METOHISON, Managing Dineotat Et, 


K.0.M.G., MLO, 
Tu 


hall._h 








UKINEKN ADUBANUK LUMradd, 
Established 1836. : 
Uonpos: 1, eee E.C. Assspssx: 1, — 


nion- 
INCOME & F 
Fire Premi 





Interest... one 
| Accumulated Funds oe 
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